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The  Honorable  George  Deukmejian 
Governor,   State  of  California 
State  Capitol 
Sacramento  CA  95814 

Dear  Governor  Deukmejian: 

On  behalf  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission,    I  am  pleased  to 
transmit  the  Commission's  evaluation  of  the  reports  submitted 
by  the  Department  of  General  Services,   the  California 
Department  of  Transportation,   the  University  of  California, 
and  the  California  State  University  system,   as  required  by 
your  Executive  Order  D-86-90. 

The  Executive  Order  clearly  directs  each  agency  to  make 
seismic  safety  a  priority  and  to  describe  how  that  priority 
can  be  accomplished.     The  Commission  finds  that  the 
Department  of  Transportation  is  doing  an  exemplary  job,-  We 
recommend  only  minor  modifications  to  their  program.  We 
believe  that  they  are  institutionalizing  measures  to  make 
seismic  safety  a  priority  now  and  in  the  future. 

The  Commission  believes  the  responses  from  the  Department  of 
General  Services,   the  California  State  University  System  and 
the  University  of  California,   are  inadequate.     We  believe 
additional  measures  are  necessary  before  the  buildings  owned 
and  operated  by  the  State  of  California  meet  an  acceptable 
level  of  seismic  safety. 

We  recommend  measures  the  Commission  believes  necessary  to 
improve  the  subject  programs.     We  recommend  measures  for  you 
and  Governor-elect  Wilson  to  consider,   measures  the  affected 
agencies  can  take  on  their  own,   and  measures  for  the 
Legislature  to  consider. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  be  of  service  to  you.  I 
would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  or  Governor-elect  Wilson  to 
describe  these  measures  in  greater  detail. 


Very  truly  yours 


Barbara  Cram  Riordan 
Chairman 


November  30,  1990 


Report  of  the 
SEISMIC  SAFETY  COMMISSION 

to 

GOVERNOR  GEORGE  DEUKMEJIAN 

in  response  to 
EXECUTIVE  ORDER  D-86-90 


California  Seismic  Safety  Commission 

1 900  K  Street,  Suite  1 00 
Sacramento,  California  95814 
(91 6)  322-491 7 

Report  SSC  90-06 


Seismic  Safety  Commission 


Barbara  Cram  Riordan 

Chairman 

Local  Government 

Alfred  E.  Aiquist 
(Keith  Umemoto) 

State  Senate 

Hal  Bernson 

Local  Government 


LeRoy  Crandall 

Soils  Engineering 


Daniel  J.  Eberle 

Emergency  Services 


Paul  F.  Fratessa 

Structural  Engineering 


James  McMullen 

Fire  Services 


Wilferd  Peak 

Geology 


Stanley  Scott 

Local  Government 


Bruce  A.  Bolt 

Seismology 


Wilfred  D.  Iwan 

Mechanical  Engineering 


Patricia  Snyder 

Volunteer  Organizations 


Lloyd  S.  Cluff 

Utilities 


William  J.  Kockelman 

Architecture  and  Planning 


William  T.  Waste 

Insurance 


Dominic  L  Cortese 
(Tom  White) 

State  Assembly 


Robert  L  McCarthy 

Local  Government 


Commission  Staff 


L  Thomas  Tobin 

Executive  Director 

Tim  Cronin 

Program  Manager 

Karen  Cogan 


Brenda  Boswell 


Rita  Darden 
Teri  DeVriend 
James  Coodfellow 
Ed  Hensley 
Beverley  Johnson 


Susan  Merkel 
Richard  McCarthy 
Brian  Stoner 
Fred  Turner 


Contents 


Executive  Summary  1 

Introduction  1 

Summary  of  Responses  1 

Common  Concerns  2 

Summary  of  Recommendations  2 

Conclusion  3 

Background  4 

Introduction  5 

Agency  Responses  6 

Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  6 

Department  of  General  Services  (DCS)  8 

Strengthening  Existing  Buildings  9 

New  Buildings  10 

Leased  Space  10 

Accountability  10 

External  Advisory  Committees  11 

University  of  California  11 

California  State  University  System  14 

Common  Problems  16 

Funding  16 

Capital  Outlay  Budgeting  16 

Potential  Disruption  of  Operations  17 

Liability  17 

Placarding  17 

Standards  18 

Peer  Review  18 

Independent  Plan  Checking  and  Construction  Inspection  19 

Competing  Priorities  19 

Institutional  Commitments  19 

Include  All  State  Agencies  20 

Accountability  and  Oversight  20 

Historical  Strurtures  20 

Recommendations  22 

Executive  Action  22 

Departmental  Action  23 

Legislation  24 

Bibliography  25 

Appendices 

A-Executive  Order  D-86-90 

B-Minutes  of  November  10,  1988  meeting  of  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
C-Minutes  of  January  11,  1990  meeting  of  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
D-Minutes  of  October  12,  1990  meeting  of  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
E-Transaipt  of  November  8,  1990  meeting  of  Seismic  Safety  Commission  -  Excerpts 
F-Caltrans'  Response 

G-University  of  California,  Berkeley  -  Memorial  Stadium 


iii 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/reportofseismics3019cali 


Executive  Summary 


Introduction 

The  Governor's  Executive  Order  D-86-90 
directed  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (Caltrans),  the  Department 
of  General  Services  (DGS),  the  University 
of  California  (UC),  and  the  California 
State  University  System  (CSU)  to  make 
seismic  safety  a  priority  consideration  for 
state  structures  and  report  to  him  on  the 
plans  and  procedures  developed  to  carry 
out  this  mandate.  It  further  ordered  the 
Seismic  Safety  Commission  to  review  and 
report  to  the  Governor,  by  December  1, 
1990,  on  the  adequacy  and  status  of  these 
agencies'  efforts  in  response  to  the  order, 
as  well  as  their  response  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  Governor's 
Board  of  Inquiry  on  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
Earthquake. 

The  Seismic  Safety  Commission  believes 
that  responses  must  address  five  elements 
to  demonstrate  an  effective  seismic  safety 
program.  These  five  elements  are: 

1.  Policy  Statement.  A  statement  of  policy 
that  states  goals,  expectations,  and 
deadlines,  and  explains  the  ranking 
of  seismic  safety  in  the  agency's 
responsibilities. 

2.  Seismic  Safety  Program.  A  seismic 
safety  program  with  a  plan  and 
process  to  identify  earthquake 
hazards  to  people  and  to  the 
organization's  functions,  to  abate  the 
unacceptable  hazards,  and  to 
prudently  manage  the  risks  that 
cannot  be  eliminated. 

3.  Responsible  Staff.  A  management-level 
agency  official  having  the  clear 
responsibility  for  meeting  the  goals 
in  the  policy  statement,  and  an 
appropriately  sized  staff  that  has  the 
administrative  and  technical 
knowledge  and  experience  needed  to 
carry  out  the  program. 


4.  Adequate  Funds.  Funds  adequate  to 
carry  out  the  program  or  a  plan  to 
raise  the  funds  needed. 

5.  Accountability.  A  way  to  measure  and 
report  progress  to  the  person  or 
organization  legally  responsible  for 
the  agency,  and  to  the  Governor  and 
the  Legislature,  and  a  way  to  ensure 
technical  performance  in  carrying  out 
the  program. 

Summary  of  Responses 

While  great  strides  have  been  made 
during  the  last  few  years  to  lessen  the 
state's  exposure  to  earthquake  risks,  we 
still  have  a  long  way  to  go.  Only  Caltrans 
has  responded  to  the  executive  order  with 
an  adequate  program.  Although  DGS  has 
made  considerable  progress  in  making 
seismic  safety  a  priority  consideration,  it 
still  must  find  a  solution  to  its  fiscal 
resources  problem.  UC  began  to  address 
seismic  safety  long  before  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake,  but  has  not  reexamined  or 
accelerated  its  existing  program  since  the 
issuance  of  the  executive  order.  Because  of 
the  lack  of  funding  and  a  process  of 
accountability,  UC's  program  is  not 
adequate  to  meet  immediate,  existing 
seismic  safety  needs.  Although  CSU  has 
responded  to  the  executive  order  in  good 
faith,  it  is  far  behind  UC;  its  response  does 
not  adequately  address  any  of  the  five 
concerns  essential  for  an  effective  seismic 
safety  program.  It  is  doubtful  that  either 
UC  or  CSU  will  be  able  to  perform  the 
planned  seismic  retrofits  as  indicated  in  its 
response  to  the  Governor  now  that 
Proposition  143  has  failed  to  be  approved 
by  the  electorate;  neither  university 
system  currently  has  the  fiscal  resources 
necessary  to  make  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration.  The  following  table 
summarizes  the  adequacy  of  each 
response: 


Executive  Order  D-86-90 
RESPONSE  ADEQUACY  SUMMARY 


Concern 

Caltrans 

DCS 

UC 

csu 

Policy  Statement 

Excellent 

Good 

Excellent 

Poor 

Seismic  Safety  Program 

Very  Good 

Good 

Good 

Very 

Poor 

Responsible  Staff 

Excellent 

Good 

Good 

Fair 

Adequate  Funds 

Good 

Poor 

Poor 

Very 

Poor 

Accountability 

Good 

Fair 

Fair 

Very 

Poor 

Common  Concerns 

There  are  common  concerns  delaying 
action  on  seismic  safety  programs  in  all  of 
the  four  state  agencies  named  in  the 
executive  order.  Of  these  concerns, 
inadequate  funding  is  the  most  serious 
and  the  most  difficult  for  the  agencies  to 
address  internally.  The  agencies  may 
propose,  but  it  is  the  Governor  and  the 
Legislature  who  dispose.  And  it  is  the 
Governor  and  the  Legislature  who  now 
must  ensure  that  the  wherewithal  for 
seismic  retrofitting,  safe  new  structures, 
and  ongoing  emergency  response  and 
recovery  plans  is  provided.  Competing 
priorities  cannot  be  used  as  an  excuse  to 
compromise  seismic  safety  in  public 
buildings  any  more  than  they  would  be 
allowed  to  lessen  fire  code  compliance, 
seismic  safety,  and  similar  mandates  in 
regulating  the  private  sector.  The 
cooperation  of  the  Governor  and 
Legislature  is  essential  to  provide  the 
support  for  timely  elimination  of  seismic 
hazards  in  state  buildings. 

Other  common  problems,  described  on 
pages  16  to  17  of  the  report  include 

•  The  capital  outlay  budgeting  process  is 
too  slow. 

•  Liability  exposure  may  be  significant. 

•  Independent  peer  review,  which  could 
optimize  design  and  program  solutions, 
prevent  errors,  and  improve 
accountability,  is  lacking. 

•  Independent  plan  checking  and 
construction  inspection  are  needed. 

•  Proposed  strengthening  standards  are 
not  consistent. 


•  Seismic  safety  does  not  have  statutory 
support  as  a  priority. 

•  Recovery  planning  has  not  been 
considered,  so  there  is  high  potential 
for  disruption  of  operations. 

Summary  of  Recommendations 

The  Commission  believes  that  there  are  a 
number  of  actions  that  can  and  should  be 
taken  to  improve  the  seismic  safety  in 
state-owned  buildings  and  transportation 
structures.  These  actions  would  cure 
deficiencies  in  the  detailed  action  plans 
submitted  by  the  agencies  to  the 
Governor,  extend  the  same  requirements 
to  other  agencies,  and  create  a  clear 
system  of  responsibility  and 
accountability.  Most  of  these  actions 
could  be  instigated  through  an  executive 
order;  others  should  be  adopted  by 
Caltrans,  DGS,  UC  and  CSU  on  their  own 
to  improve  their  programs;  and  a  few 
should  be  enacted  by  the  Legislature  and 
signed  into  law  by  the  Governor  to  ensure 
a  firm  and  lasting  commitment  to  seismic 
safety  policy  and  funding.  The  complete 
listing  of  the  Commission's 
recommendations  begins  on  page  22  of 
this  report.  The  following  is  a  brief 
summary  of  these  recommendations: 

•  The  Governor  should  issue  an 
executive  order  making  agency 
direaors  accountable  for  the  adoption 
of  policies  regarding  the  seismic  safety 
of  the  buildings  they  use,  and  for 
creating  and  managing  hazard 
abatement  programs;  requiring 
independent  peer  review  of  all  major 
projects;  requiring  all  agencies  that 
own  and  operate  large  numbers  of 
buildings,  especially  those  exempt  from 
OSA  oversight,  to  prepare  detailed 
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action  plans  by  February  28,  1991  and 
to  use  the  plan  checking  services  of 
OSA;  creating  an  ad  hoc  Seismic  Safety 
Construction  Coordinating  Council 
charged  with  resolving  existing 
differences  in  seismic  safety 
methodology  and  standards;  directing 
agencies  to  post  warning  signs  on 
buildings  determined  to  be  hazardous 
in  earthquakes  and  to  retrofit  or  vacate 
those  buildings  as  soon  as  possible,  but 
certainly  by  the  end  of  the  century;  and 
requiring  the  Department  cf  Finance  to 
audit  the  agencies'  compliance  with  the 
executive  order. 

•  The  Department  of  General  Services, 
the  University  of  California  and  the 
California  State  University  should 
provide  for  independent  peer  review  of 
seismic  safety  methods,  standards,  and 
priorities,  and  of  project  design  criteria 
and  concepts;  the  director  of  DCS  and 
chancellor  of  CSU  should  adopt  and 
implement  an  official  seismic  safety 
policy;  and  Caltrans  should  modify  the 
makeup,  reporting  relationships  and 
responsibilities  of  its  Independent 
boards,  and  resolve  any  disagreements 
with  the  Board  of  Inquiry's 
recommendations  by  discussing  them 
with  the  Seismic  Design  Advisory 
Board. 

•  The  Legislature  should  enact  legislation 
making  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration  in  capital  outlay 
programs,  streamlining  the  capital 
outlay  process,  giving  OSA  authority 
over  plan  checking  and  construction 
inspection  for  all  state-owned 
buildings,  placing  a  seismic  safety  bond 
measure  on  the  next  statewide  ballot, 
requiring  the  retrofit  or  abandonment 
of  all  state-owned  buildings  determined 
to  be  hazardous  in  earthquakes  as  soon 
as  possible,  but  certainly  no  later  than 
the  end  of  the  century. 


Conclusion 

It  will  take  billions  of  dollars  and  several 
years  to  retrofit  the  state's  hazardous 
bridges  and  buildings;  it  will  take 
commitment  and  dedication  from  elected 
officials,  legislators,  and  department 
heads.  But  spurring  this  effort  is  the 
absolute  certainty  that  California  will 
have  more  damaging  earthquakes  within 
the  next  few  decades;  if  immediate  seismic 
safety  actions  are  not  taken,  these 
earthquakes  will  result  in  significant  loss 
of  life  and  injury,  and  will  disrupt  the 
fabric  of  our  society.  State  agencies, 
including  UC  and  CSU,  must  find  the 
money  to  complete  this  work  quickly  and 
efficiently,  and  must  maintain  a 
commitment  to  seismic  safety  if 
California's  seismic  safety  program  is  to  be 
kept  viable. 

We  are  truly  competing  against  time,  and 
time  is  perilously  close  to  running  out. 
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Background 


After  the  October  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  and  the  disastrous  collapses  of 
the  Cypress  Street  viaduct  and  a  span  of 
the  Bay  Bridge,  Governor  Deukmejian 
appointed  the  Board  of  Inquiry  on  the 
Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  to  investigate  the 
reasons  for  the  collapse  of  transportation 
structures  and  to  recommend  ways  to 
reduce  the  danger  of  tragic  structural 
failures  in  future  earthquakes.  The  Board 
of  Inquiry  agreed  that  there  is  a  high 
probability  that  one  or  more  major 
earthquakes  will  strike  heavily  populated 
areas  in  northern  and  southern  California 
in  the  relatively  near  future.  In  its  report, 
Competing  Against  Time,  the  board, 
pointedly  noting  that  future  earthquakes 
in  California  are  inevitable  and  represent 
a  clear  and  continuing  danger  to  our 
population  and  economy,  urges  the 
Governor  to  act  decisively  to  reduce  the 
risks  that  all  Californians  share. 


In  response  to  this  report,  the  Governor 
issued  Executive  Order  D-86-90  (Appendix 
A),  which  directs  the  Department  of 
Transportation  (Caltrans),  the  Department 
of  General  Services  (DCS),  the  University 
of  California  (UC),  and  the  California 
State  University  System  (CSU)  to  make 
seismic  safety  a  priority  consideration  for 
state  structures  and  report  to  him  on  the 
plans  and  procedures  developed  to  carry 
out  this  mandate  by  August  31,  1990.  It 
further  ordered  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  to  review  and  report  to  the 
Governor  by  December  1,  1990  on  the 
adequacy  and  status  of  these  agencies' 
efforts  in  response  to  the  order,  as  well  as 
their  response  to  the  recommendations  of 
the  Governor's  Board  of  Inquiry. 

This  report  is  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission's  response  to  the  executive 
order.  It  reviews  and  analyzes  the 
adequacy  of  those  submittals  and  makes 
recommendations  to  the  Governor,  the 
agencies,  and  the  Legislature  regarding 
actions  the  Commission  believes 
necessary  to  improve  seismic  safety  as 
envisioned  by  the  executive  order. 
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Introduction 


The  Governor's  executive  order  mandates 
that  seismic  safety  be  accorded  "priority 
consideration"  in  the  allocation  of 
resources  in  the  design  and  construction 
of  all  state  structures.  Priority 
consideration  may  be  defined  as  assigning 
a  specific  factor  -  in  this  case,  seismic 
safety  -  precedence  in  making  a  decision. 
This  definition  establishes  the  benchmark 
by  which  the  Commission  has  evaluated 
the  adequacy  and  status  of  efforts  of  the 
four  agencies  in  response  to  the  order. 

To  carry  out  its  assignment,  the 
Commission  reviewed  and  analyzed  each 
of  the  agencies'  reports  submitted  to  the 
Governor.  The  Commission's  staff 
discussed  the  problems  identified  during 
their  review  and  analysis  with 
representatives  of  the  agencies.  The 
Commission  also  conducted  a  public 
hearing  on  October  12,  1990  at  which 
representatives  of  the  four  agencies  were 
invited  to  address  the  concerns  the 
Commission  had  expressed  regarding 
their  responses  to  Executive  Order  D-86- 
90.  Agencies  were  asked  to  comment  on  a 
draft  of  this  report,  and  the  Commission 
considered  their  comments  when 
adopting  this  report  by  a  unanimous  vote 
at  its  November  8,  1990  meeting.  The 
Commission  delegated  to  its  Executive 
Committee  the  authority  to  consider  any 
comments  received  after  the  meeting  and 
to  approve  the  final  text  before  submittal 
to  the  Governor. 


The  Commission  appreciates  the 
cooperation  of  all  the  agencies  during  its 
investigations  and  recognizes  the 
significant  progress  already  made  in 
response  to  the  executive  order.  This 
report  offers  constructive  criticism  to 
improve  existing  seismic  safety  efforts. 

Caltrans,  DGS,  UC,  and  CSU  can  make 
even  more  progress  in  reducing  seismic 
hazards  if  the  Commission's 
recommendations  contained  herein  are 
implemented.  It  would  be  a  tremendous 
accomplishment  to  begin  a  truly  effective 
seismic  safety  strengthening  program 
before  another  Cypress  viaduct-type 
collapse  takes  additional  lives  in  other 
state  facilities. 
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Agency  Responses 


While  the  Commission  found  the  four 
agencies  had  uniform  good  intentions  and 
concern  regarding  the  issue  of  seismic 
safety,  the  adequacy  of  the  responses  to 
the  executive  order  and  overall  agency 
programs  addressing  seismic  safety  varied 
significantly.  Those  responses  that  deal 
with  state-operated  buildings  are  not 
adequate  to  ensure  that  all  these  facilities 
will  withstand  earthquakes.  The 
earthquake  threat  to  state-operated 
buildings,  structures,  and  facilities  can, 
and  must,  be  mitigated.  The  programs 
must  move  faster. 

The  Commission  believes  that  responses 
must  address  five  elements  to  demonstrate 
an  effective  seismic  safety  program.  These 
five  elements  are: 

1.  Policy  Statement.  A  statement  of  policy 
that  states  goals,  expectations,  and 
deadlines,  and  explains  the  ranking 
of  seismic  safety  in  the  agency's 
responsibilities. 

2.  Seismic  Safety  Program.  A  seismic 
safety  program  with  a  plan  and  a 
process  to  identify  earthquake 
hazards  to  people  and  to  the 
organization's  functions,  to  abate  the 
unacceptable  hazards,  and  to 
prudently  manage  the  risks  that 
cannot  be  eliminated. 

3.  Responsible  Staff.  A  management-level 
agency  official  having  the  clear 
responsibility  for  meeting  the  goals 
in  the  policy  statement,  and  an 
appropriately  sized  staff  that  has  the 
administrative  and  technical 
knowledge  and  experience  needed  to 
carry  out  the  program. 

4.  Adequate  Funds.  Funds  adequate  to 
carry  out  the  program  or  a  plan  to 
raise  the  funds  needed. 

5.  Accountability.  A  way  to  measure  and 
report  progress  to  the  person  or 
organization  legally  responsible  for 
the  agency,  and  to  the  Governor  and 


the  Legislature,  and  a  way  to  ensure 
technical  performance  in  carrying  out 
the  program. 

Department  of 
Transportation  (Caltrans) 

Caltrans'  response  to  Executive  Order  D- 
86-90  adequately  addressed  all  five 
elements.  It  provided  an  excellent  action 
plan,  indicating  great  care  and  effort.  The 
artion  of  the  California  Transportation 
Commission  (CTC)  in  establishing 
spending  on  seismic  safety  as  an  official 
priority  is  a  forthright,  affirmative 
response  to  the  executive  order's 
directives,  and  provides  funding  for 
Caltrans  seismic  safety  programs.  Caltrans 
has  designated  the  Chief  of  the  Structures 
Division,  a  key  management-level  official, 
to  be  responsible  for  the  program,  and  has 
also  named  a  statewide  departmental 
Emergency  Management  Director 
responsible  for  redirecting  its  staff  efforts 
to  support  emergency  program 
administration,  developing  improved 
procedures  and  systems,  and  preparing 
handbooks  to  implement  it  all.  Caltrans 
has  also  allocated  resources  for  seismic 
safety  by  redirecting  staff  as  well  as  hiring 
new  staff  and  consultants.  The  Caltrans 
retrofit  program  establishes  an  aggressive, 
multiphase  program  to  identify  and 
strengthen  vulnerable  transportation 
structures.  Other  responding  agencies 
would  be  well  served  to  follow  the 
Caltrans  approach  in  these  areas. 

Unlike  other  state  agencies,  Caltrans  has 
been  blessed  with  adequate  funding  to 
implement  their  planned  seismic  safety 
retrofit  program,  due  to  the  issuance  of 
general  obligation  transportation  bonds 
and  the  approval  of  a  nine-cent-per-gallon 
increase  in  motor  fuel  taxes.  Passage  of 
the  Traffic  Congestion  Relief  and  Spending 
Limitation  Act,  Proposition  11 1  on  the 
June  1990  ballot,  provides  Caltrans  with 
an  additional  $18.5  billion  dollars  over 
the  next  four  years.  There  are  many 
competing  demands  for  these  funds;  CTC 
and  Caltrans  must  stick  to  their 
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commitment  to  allocate  funds  for  seismic 
safety  to  meet  the  retrofit  deadlines 
presented  in  Caltrans'  response  to  the 
executive  order. 

The  executive  order  also  encourages  local 
transportation  agencies  and  districts  to 
adopt  policies,  goals,  and  actions  similar 
to  those  of  Caltrans.  However,  only  $20 
million  has  been  allocated  by  the 
Legislature  to  strengthen  local  bridges, 
and  this  is  not  adequate  to  meet  the 
existing  need. 

Mandated  by  Section  179.6  of  the  Streets 
and  Highways  Code,  Caltrans'  monthly 
progress  reports  to  CTC  and  the 
Legislature  on  the  progress  of  the  Caltrans 
seismic  safety  retrofit  program  provide 
accountability  for  the  agency's 
performance  in  making  seismic  safety  a 
priority  consideration.  Additionally, 
Section  179.4  of  the  Streets  and  Highways 
Code  now  requires  Caltrans  to  report  to 
the  Legislature  on  its  progress  in 
inventorying,  and  sets  December  31,  1994 
as  the  deadline  for  retrofitting  state- 
owned  bridges. 

There  are,  however,  a  few  concerns  with 
the  Caltrans  program  that  need  to  be 
addressed  or  clarified.  Caltrans'  current 
commitment  to  make  seismic  safety  a 
priority  consideration  is  linked  inexorably 
to  the  failure  of  the  Cypress  Street  viaduct 
and  the  collapse  of  a  span  of  the  San 
Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge,  both  of 
which  provided  graphic  examples  of 
California's  seismic  vulnerability.  Creating 
a  newly  invigorated  seismic  retrofit 
program  after  a  damaging  earthquake, 
however,  does  not  guarantee  it  will  be 
sustained  until  all  of  the  important  and 
vulnerable  structures  have  been 
retrofitted;  nor  that  each  and  every 
project  will  be  correctly  analyzed, 
designed,  and  constructed;  nor  that 
seismic  safety  will  be  permanently 
accorded  an  appropriate  level  of  support. 
There  are  many  obstacles  that  must  be 
surmounted  in  the  future  for  Caltrans' 
program  to  be  a  success;  the  final  result 
will  depend  upon  whether  the  program 
can  be  sustained  after  the  memory  of  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake  fades. 

The  Commission  cannot  judge  whether 
the  support  for  Caltrans'  program  will  be 


sustained,  or  whether  it  will  be  carried  out 
with  proper  attention  to  all  of  the  details 
that  lead  to  adequate  performance.  The 
Commission  believes  the  success  of  this 
program  weighs  heavily  not  only  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  Caltrans  managers,  but 
also  on  the  recently  established 
independent  Seismic  Design  Advisory 
Board  and  project  plan  review  panels. 
These  outside  bodies  are  aitical  to  a 
successful  program;  they  must  work 
actively  and  assertively  to  ensure  that 
proper  standards,  methods,  and  policies 
are  pursued,  and  that  each  project  meets 
the  appropriate  standards  of  practice.  The 
Commission  strongly  recommends  that 
the  Seismic  Design  Advisory  Board  report 
directly  to  the  Director  of  Caltrans,  and 
that  the  board  participate  in  selecting 
project  review  panels  and  in  reviewing 
their  reports.  These  recommendations  are 
intended  to  provide  an  appropriate  stature 
for  the  board  that  will  ensure  that  their 
advice  is  heard  at  the  policy  level  of  the 
department,  and  to  ensure  that  the 
internal  review  system  is  consistent, 
rigorous,  and  effective. 

In  addition  to  aeating  the  Seismic  Design 
Advisory  Board  as  a  standing  panel,  and 
identifying  a  pool  of  individuals  qualified 
to  serve  on  plan  review  panels  for  specific 
projects,  Caltrans  has  established  a 
Seismic  Research  Advisory  Committee. 
The  Commission  strongly  endorses  the 
use  of  these  panels;  however,  guarding 
against  conflicts  of  interest  that  could 
compromise  the  independence  of  these 
review  groups  is  necessary,  inasmuch  as 
many  of  these  persons  are  directly 
associated  with  conducting  research  for 
Caltrans  and  some  may  be  consultants  for 
the  design  of  specific  structures.  This 
raises  a  dilemma:  The  best  people 
available  are  needed  both  as  advisors  and 
as  contractors  to  do  research  and  design 
consulting.  Their  talent  and  expertise  are 
essential  to  Caltrans'  retrofitting  and 
design  efforts.  The  state's  pool  of  such 
talent  is  not  large  enough  to  limit  roles  to 
one  or  the  other.  Caltrans  believes  its 
agreement  with  individuals  that  they  will 
not  participate  in  the  review  of  their  own 
projects  is  sufficient,  and  that  this 
arrangement  will  prevent  any 
impropriety.  The  Commission  believes 
that  Caltrans  must  monitor  this  review 
process  closely  and  provide  some 
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oversight  by  a  top-level  Caltrans  official  to 
assure  that  the  program  continues  to 
benefit  from  high-caliber,  independent, 
and  uncompromised  advice  from  top- 
flight design  and  construction 
professionals. 

The  Governor's  executive  order  further 
required  the  Commission  to  evaluate 
Caltrans'  response  to  the 
recommendations  contained  in  the  Board 
of  Inquiry's  report.  Competing  Against 
Time.  As  requested  by  the  Commission, 
Caltrans  submitted  a  detailed  reply, 
attached  hereto  as  Appendix  F,  that 
addresses  Caltrans'  response  to  the 
applicable  recommendations  in  that 
report. 

The  Commission  notes  that  Caltrans 
disagrees  with  the  probabilistic  approach 
to  evaluating  its  bridges  recommended  in 
Chapter  1,  and  it  believes  that  there  may 
be  some  question  as  to  whether  Caltrans 
has  given  sufficient  priority  to  bridges  on 
soft  soils  to  reflect  their  relative 
vulnerability  to  earthquakes  in  its  initial 
prioritization  procedure.  Further,  the 
Commission  is  not  certain  that  Caltrans 
has  fully  complied  with  the 
recommendations  in  Chapter  12  of 
Competing  Against  Time  with  regard  to  the 
repair  of  the  San  Francisco  freeway 
viaducts.  The  Commission  recommends 
that  these  issues  be  the  subject  of  in-depth 
discussions  between  Caltrans  and  the 
Seismic  Design  Advisory  Board,  and,  when 
these  issues  are  resolved,  that  Caltrans 
present  its  resolution  of  the  issues  to  the 
Commission. 

Hence,  except  for  Caltrans'  responses  to 
the  recommendations  in  Chapter  12  of 
Competing  Against  Time,  this  reply 
demonstrates  a  significant  and  timely 
response  to  those  recommendations. 

The  Governor's  executive  order  also  called 
on  Caltrans  to  develop  a  basic  and 
problem-focused  research  program  on 
earthquake  engineering  issues,  and  a 
program  for  placing  seismic  monitoring 
instruments  on  transportation  structures. 
An  accelerated  research  program  has  been 
established  with  $6.8  million  allocated 
this  year,  and  a  commitment  made  to 
fund  it  at  over  $3  million  annually.  A 
Seismic  Research  Advisory  Committee 


consisting  primarily  of  researchers  has 
been  established.  TTie  Commission 
recommends  that  additional 
knowledgeable  practicing  engineers  be 
added  to  this  committee  to  provide  their 
point  of  view,  and  that  the  committee  be 
asked  to  formulate  a  research  plan. 

Caltrans  continues  to  participate  in  the 
Division  of  Mines  and  Geology's  Strong 
Motion  Instrumentation  Program  by 
contributing  $100,000  per  year,  enough  to 
install  instruments  on  about  two 
transportation  structures.  However,  if  the 
Competing  Against  Time  recommendation 
to  install  instruments  on  all  bridges  in  the 
Bay  Area  is  to  be  met  in  a  timely  fashion, 
and  if  other  important  structures  are  to  be 
instrumented,  this  funding  level  will  have 
to  be  increased  substantially. 

Department  of 
General  Services  (DCS) 

The  DCS  response,  as  revised  on  October 
17,  1990,  proposed  a  new  policy,  program, 
and  staff  to  address  seismic  safety  in  state- 
owned  buildings.  Funding,  however,  is  a 
problem,  as  are  the  lack  of  external 
accountability  or  formal  requirements  on 
the  numerous  state  agencies  that  occupy 
state  facilities,  and  the  speed  at  which 
DGS'  program  is  being  carried  out.  The 
new  leasing  program  requirements 
represent  significant  improvements. 

DGS  has  adopted  a  brief  statement  of 
policy  defining  the  agency's  seismic  safety 
goals  and  expectations.  It  also  has 
outlined  a  program  for  strengthening 
existing  state  buildings  and  ensuring  that 
new  buildings  are  seismically  safe.  The 
DGS  report  proposes  three  "requirements" 
that  lay  out  its  plan  of  action  to  comply 
with  the  executive  order.  The  first  two  of 
these  "requirements"  address  the  seismic 
concerns  posed  by  state-owned  buildings, 
while  the  third  deals  with  state-leased 
buildings. 

In  the  introductory  comments  of  its 
report,  DGS  gives  its  definition  of  the 
terms  "significant  failure"  and  "important 
structures"  that  are  used  in  the  executive 
order.  Certain  implications  of  these 
definitions  are  of  concern  to  the 
Commission: 
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The  performance-oriented  definition  of 
"significant  failure"  as  being  a  "level  of 
damage  to  structural  or  non-structural 
elements  such  that  life-threatening  injury 
to  occupants  would  be  probable  in  the 
event  of  a  major  earthquake"  is  an 
appropriate  standard  for  new  buildings, 
but  it  may  be  too  stringent  for  certain 
existing  buildings.  Current  retrofit 
practices  aim  at  significantly  reducing 
hazards  in  such  buildings,  but  do  not 
eliminate  them.  A  too-stringent 
performance  standard  can  be 
counterproductive  in  that  the  costs  can  be 
prohibitively  high,  reducing  the  number 
of  buildings  that  can  be  made 
significantly  safer  with  a  given  amount  of 
funding. 

The  DCS  director  has  initiated  efforts  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  Proposition 
122,  passed  by  the  voters  in  June  1990.  It 
provides  $250  million  in  bond  funds  for 
seismic  retrofitting  of  state  buildings  and 
$50  million  toward  seismic  retrofitting  of 
local  government  essential  service 
buildings.  The  State  Architect,  a 
gubernatorial  appointee  and  head  of  the 
Office  of  the  State  Architect  (OSA),  is 
responsible  for  meeting  the  safety 
program  related  to  state-owned  facilities. 
The  chief  of  DGS'  Office  of  Real  Estate  and 
Design  Services  (OREDS),  a  management- 
level  staff  member,  has  been  assigned  the 
responsibility  of  ensuring  the  seismic 
safety  of  buildings  and  facilities  leased  by 
the  State  of  California.  The  staffs  of  OSA 
and  OREDS  are  developing  procedures  to 
incorporate  seismic  safety  as  a  priority 
consideration,  and  OSA  is  adding  a 
Seismic  Safety  Section. 

The  DGS  response  also  included  a  number 
of  proposals,  such  as  suggesting  that  OSA 
or  an  OSA-approved  consultant  conduct 
independent  structural  review  and 
approval  of  all  state  building  plans.  These 
important  proposals,  which  require  the 
passage  of  proposed  legislation  or 
commitments  from  other  agencies,  are 
not  firm  enough  at  this  time  to  be  truly 
termed  a  "plan."  Further  immediate 
action  is  recommended. 

Strengthening  The  State  of  California 
Existing  Buildings  owns  and  operates 

16,900  buildings, 
many  of  which  require  seismic 


retrofitting.  OSA  initially  proposed  a  two- 
year  study  to  rank  buildings  in  priority 
order  for  retrofitting  before  beginning 
engineering  analysis  and  design  of  specific 
strengthening  projects.  The  Commission 
believes,  and  OSA  staff  agrees,  that  in 
cases  where  obvious  life  safety  hazards 
exist,  strengthening  projects  should  be 
initiated  immediately  to  address  obvious 
problems.  However,  finding  a  way  to  do 
this,  given  existing  procedural 
requirements,  will  be  difficult. 

OSA  has  considerable  seismic  safety 
expertise  stemming  from  its  work  in 
carrying  out  the  Field  Act,  reviewing 
design  and  construction  of  hospitals,  and 
designing  new  state  buildings;  this 
expertise  should  be  applied  to  short-term 
efforts  to  mitigate  obvious  hazards  in 
existing  state  buildings. 

One  tack  would  be  to  exercise  the 
University  of  California  approach,  using  a 
"strike  force  of  engineers"  (page  4,  the 
University  of  California  response)  to 
quickly  identify  projects  that  can  be 
completed  without  programmatic 
restrictions  or  delay.  Alternatively,  it  may 
be  more  productive  for  DGS  to  look  at  the 
the  largest  25  or  50  buildings 
immediately,  particularly  those  in  areas 
identified  as  having  a  high  earthquake 
probability  by  the  Working  Group  On 
Earthquake  Probabilities,  and  "fast  track" 
needed  analysis,  design,  and  repair.  The 
Commission  believes  it  is  important  to 
identify  state  office  buildings  that  are 
vulnerable  due  to  their  types  of 
construction  and  ages  so  that  those  that 
are  particularly  important  and  vulnerable 
can  have  engineering  analysis  begun 
immediately,  without  waiting  two  years 
for  a  new  priority  list.  Because  of  the 
capital  outlay  process,  it  may  be  two  or 
three  years  from  development  of  a  priority 
list  until  construction  is  actually  funded. 
This  is  too  slow. 

Such  vulnerability  analyses  and  seismic 
strengthening  measures  should  be 
initiated  immediately  on  the  many 
important  state  buildings  that  are 
obviously  vulnerable.  Section  10122  of  the 
Public  Contract  Code  and  provisions  of 
the  Minority  and  Women's  Business 
Enterprise  Participation  Act  severely  limit 
the  use  of  OSA's  in-house  Direct 
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Construction  Unit  (DCU)  in  mitigating 
nonstructural  hazards  (for  example, 
securing  parapets,  appendages,  cornices, 
and  interior  elements  to  resist  ground 
shaking)  that  could  be  remedied  in 
relatively  short  order.  Legislation  may  be 
necessary  to  allow  the  DCU  to  begin 
mitigating  these  hazards  immediately;  or 
possibly  the  California  Conservation 
Corps  could  be  used. 

Successful  efforts  to  identify  and 
strengthen  state  office  buildings  cannot  be 
done  unilaterally  by  DCS;  this  effort 
requires  the  cooperation  of  all  other  state 
agencies  in  developing  funding  sources 
and  seismic  retrofit  schedules.  These 
agencies,  apart  from  Caltrans,  UC,  and 
CSU,  were  not  addressed  by  the 
Governor's  executive  order;  they  must  be 
brought  into  the  effort.  Appropriate 
directives  could  be  incorporated  into  the 
State  Administrative  Manual  (SAM). 

Inasmuch  as  it  is  estimated  that  between 
$1  and  $2  billion  will  be  needed  to  correct 
seismic  safety  deficiencies  in  state-owned 
buildings,  Proposition  122's  $250  million 
allocation  for  such  retrofitting  will  be 
depleted  rapidly.  Approximately  $22.25 
million  has  already  been  allocated  for  the 
strengthening  of  just  two  buildings  in  San 
Francisco  that  were  damaged  by  the  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.  Furthermore,  the  cost 
of  other  necessary  work  on  a  building 
being  retrofitted  —  adding  fire  sprinklers, 
handicap  access,  and  improvements  to 
mechanical  systems  —  can  easily  double 
this  expenditure.  The  DCS  director,  in 
cooperation  with  other  agency  directors, 
must  endorse  and  actively  pursue  long- 
term  funding  commitments.  The 
department  must  work  with  affected 
agencies  to  develop  strategies  to  raise  the 
funds  from  appropriate  sources  to  carry 
out  the  strengthening  projects.  This 
should  include  efforts  to  secure  fee 
revenues  for  buildings  that  are  used  by 
state  agencies  supported  by  non-General 
Fund  sources. 

Because  a  seismic  safety  program  for 
existing  state  buildings  was  not  in  place 
prior  to  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  DGS 
has  only  just  begun  to  address  making 
seismic  safety  a  priority  consideration  for 
existing  buildings.  At  this  point,  DGS' 
response  is  not  yet  adequate  to  carry  out 


the  intent  of  the  Governor's  executive 
order. 

New  Buildings      DGS,  via  OSA  and  the 

Office  of  Project 
Development  and  Management  (OPDM), 
is  responsible  for  the  design  of  some  new 
state  office  buildings. 

The  Commission  recommends  that  these 
projects  receive  independent  review  of 
design  aiteria  and  concepts  by  peers,  and 
plan  checking  by  qualified  engineers,  who 
are  independent  of  OSA.  Peer  reviews  and 
plan  checks  should  be  conducted  on  an 
"arm's-length"  basis  that  ensures  the 
integrity  of  the  review  and  its  separation 
from  the  project's  administration.  It  is 
advisable  to  have  reviewers  report  to  the 
highest  level  of  DGS'  management. 

Leased  Space       OREDS'  proposed 

revisions  in  its  leases, 
modeled  after  the  UC  lease  requirements, 
will  require  independent  seismic  review  of 
prospective  state  facilities,  using  a 
standard  that  combines  both  code 
compliance  and  a  performance 
component,  prior  to  leasing  or  lease 
renewal  to  ensure  the  earthquake  safety  of 
occupants.  This  is  a  laudable  example  of  a 
relatively  simple,  effective,  and  quick 
response  to  the  executive  order.  However, 
there  also  needs  to  be  a  mechanism 
developed  to  immediately  ensure  the 
seismic  safety  of  the  premises  if  a  lease 
renewal  is  years  into  the  future. 

Accountability     Proposition  122 

requires  that  OSA 
report  to  the  Joint  Legislative  Budget 
Committee  and  the  chairs  of  the  fiscal 
committees  of  both  legislative  houses  on 
its  expenditures  of  bond  money  raised  by 
this  ballot  measure.  Section  16100  etseq. 
of  the  Health  and  Safety  Code,  enacted 
during  the  1989  legislative  session, 
requires  that  OSA,  in  conjunction  with 
the  Building  Standards  Commission,  also 
"report  to  the  Legislature  by  January  1991 
on  recommendations  for  expediting  and 
facilitating  design  review  and  plan 
approval  of  buildings  utilizing  earthquake 
mitigation  technologies  and  other  new 
seismic  resistant  technologies."  A  further 
requirement  that  OSA  shall  periodically 
inform  the  Commission  with  respect  to 
the  implementation  and  administration  of 
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this  legislation  provides  a  degree  of 
accountability  for  the  agency's 
performance  in  making  seismic  safety  a 
priority  consideration. 

External  Advisory  Although  DCS  has 
Committees         designated  the  State 

Architect  as  the  person 
responsible  for  its  actions  related  to 
seismic  safety  of  state-owned  buildings,  it 
still  needs  an  ongoing  external  reporting 
requirement  beyond  the  legislative 
mandates  to  check  progress  and  review 
the  technical  content  of  the  seismic  safety 
program.  Formation  of  a  policy  advisory 
committee,  like  Caltrans'  Seismic  Design 
Advisory  Board,  to  advise  it  on 
methodology,  standards,  and  priorities  is 
recommended.  The  Commission  also 
recommends  OSA  provide  for  external 
peer  review  of  the  design  criteria  and 
concepts  of  all  major  projects  involving 
retrofit  of  existing  buildings,  construction 
of  new  buildings,  and  repair  of  buildings 
damaged  in  earthquakes. 

DGS  cannot  ensure  the  earthquake  safety 
of  state  buildings  unaided.  All  state 
agencies  must  be  made  accountable  for 
their  seismic  safety  responsibilities. 

University  of  California 

The  University  of  California's  response  to 
the  Executive  Order  was  excellent  in  terms 
of  policy,  and  good  in  terms  of  program 
and  responsible  staff;  however,  there  are 
serious  problems  in  the  areas  of  funding 
and  accountability.  UC's  August  31,  1990 
report  to  the  Governor  is  a  well-thought- 
out  plan  that  was  in  place  prior  to  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 

UC  has  a  clear  policy  statement  that  is 
backed  by  UC  President  David  Pierpont 
Gardner,  and  It  has  Implemented 
significant  earthquake  hazard  reduction 
measures  to  its  buildings  since  the  mid- 
1970s.  The  UC  seismic  safety  policy 
statement  delegates  the  responsibility  for 
meeting  its  seismic  safety  goals  to  the 
chancellors  of  each  of  its  campuses  and 
the  directors  of  Its  laboratories,  and  makes 
provision  for  retention  of  a  qualified 
consulting  structural  engineer  at  each 
campus  to  carry  out  the  program.  UC's 
report  does  not  mention  the  Lawrence 
Berkeley  Laboratory,  the  Lawrence 


Livermore  National  Laboratory,  or  the  Los 
Alamos  Scientific  Laboratory,  which  UC 
manages  for  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Commission  understands  that 
substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
addressing  seismic  safety  at  these  facilities; 
however,  because  UC  employees, 
students,  and  others  are  present  in  these 
facilities,  a  report  should  be  made  on 
whether  seismic  safety  is  a  priority  there 
and  the  work  still  needed  to  achieve 
acceptable  levels  of  seismic  safety. 

According  to  UC,  nearly  every  fee- 
supported  building  —  that  is,  dormitories, 
cafeterias,  parking  structures,  and  the  like 
—  has  been  or  soon  will  be  strengthened. 
In  January  1990,  UC  borrowed  $50 
million  to  fund  a  number  of  earthquake 
hazard  reduction  and  emergency  planning 
measures. 

Although  these  positive  seismic  safety 
measures  are  laudable,  more  needs  to  be 
done  to  address  the  problem  of  hazardous 
buildings  on  UC's  campuses.  While  UC 
had  an  ongoing  seismic  safety  program,  it 
did  not  respond  to  Executive  Order  D-86- 
90  with  a  new,  accelerated,  or  inaeased 
seismic  safety  Improvement  effort.  The 
program  outlined  in  UC's  August  31 
report  was  first  desaibed  to  the  Seismic 
Safety  Commission  at  its  November  1988 
meeting  at  UCLA  (minutes  in  Appendix 
B),  and  was  reiterated  by  President 
Gardner  at  the  Commission's  January 
1990  meeting  (minutes  in  Appendix  C). 
Neither  review  of  UC's  August  31  report, 
followup  discussions  with  the 
administration,  nor  the  testimony  of  Vice 
President  Baker  at  the  Commission 
hearings  on  October  12,  1990  indicate 
that  UC  has  reexamined  its  policy  or 
developed  a  plan  to  revise  or  accelerate 
seismic  safety  measures  in  response  to  the 
Governor's  June  2,  1990  executive  order. 
This  is  significant  in  light  of  new  concerns 
over  the  Increased  probability  of  a  major 
earthquake  affecting  the  San  Francisco 
and  Berkeley  campuses. 

The  University  of  California  operates 
under  a  number  of  competing  priorities 
and  with  limited  funds.  Earthquake  safety 
is  but  one  concern  among  many. 
Including  demands  of  inaeased 
enrollment,  mandates  to  remove  asbestos 
and  PCBs,  requirements  to  provide 
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handicapped  access,  etc.  Unlike  many  or 
most  of  these  competing  concerns, 
earthquake  safety  is  not  the  subject  of  a 
statutory  mandate  that  could  guide  the 
UC  administrators'  actions.  Therefore, 
seismic  safety  is  not  the  priority 
consideration. 

Although  UC  has  significant  seismic  safety 
retrofit  projects  completed  or  in  progress, 
the  failure  of  Proposition  143,  the 
November  1990  Higher  Education  Capital 
Outlay  Bond  Measure,  puts  the  fate  of  the 
balance  of  the  63  buildings  whose  seismic 
retrofitting  is  in  progress  or  has  been 
scheduled  into  considerable  doubt. 
University  Vice  President  Baker's 
testimony  to  the  Commission  at  its 
October  12,  1990  hearing  stated  that  UC 
would  not  perform  the  seismic  retrofits 
indicated  in  its  response  to  the  Governor 
if  Proposition  143  failed  (see  Appendix  D, 
p.6).  Moreover,  even  if  the  proposition 
had  passed,  UC  had  not  included  49  of 
the  buildings  that  it  had  identified  as 
seismically  "very  poor"  and  "poor"  -  that 
is,  potentially  hazardous  -  in  its  current 
capital  outlay  plan.  The  Commission 
believes  that  this  situation  is 
unacceptable.  Though  UC  stated  in  a 
letter  dated  November  7,  1990  that  it  is 
now  seeking  alternative  financing,  such  as 
the  authority  to  float  revenue  bonds  to 
finance  its  seismic  safety  program,  it 
apparently  has  not  considered  redirection 
of  resources  already  available,  such  as 
Proposition  121  funds.  Earthquake  safety 
clearly  is  not  a  high  funding  priority  to 
UC  when  compared  with  other  concerns. 

This  approach  is  in  sharp  contrast  to  that 
at  Stanford  University,  which  has 
redirected  nearly  all  its  discretionary 
building  funds  to  reduce  seismic  hazards. 
Stanford  recognizes  that  it  must  make  this 
effort  to  preserve  its  buildings,  as  well  as 
its  core  education  and  research  programs, 
if  it  is  to  preserve  its  identity  as  well  as 
protect  lives. 

At  the  UC  campus  level,  capital  outlay  for 
other  purposes  remains  on  a  firmer 
footing  than  funding  for  seismic  safety. 
Perhaps  this  is  best  illustrated  by  the 
situation  attending  the  recent 
improvements  to,  and  continued  use  of. 
Memorial  Stadium  on  the  Berkeley 
campus.  Structural  engineers  have 


desCTibed  this  structure,  built  during  the 
1920s  astride  the  Hayward  fault,  which 
generated  a  major  earthquake  in  1836  and 
has  been  identified  as  a  likely  candidate  to 
do  so  again  in  the  near  future,  as  a 
potential  collapse  hazard.  The  western 
portion  of  the  stadium  is  supported  by  a 
nonductile  reinforced  concrete  structure 
designed  only  to  resist  wind  forces. 
Portions  of  the  conaete  structure  have 
been  subjected  to  "fault  creep"  since  1924; 
this  continuing  aeep  has  offset  and 
deformed  portions  of  the  structure  as 
much  as  4  to  5  inches,  inducing  visible 
bending  and  aacking  in  the  concrete 
columns  as  well  as  residual  stresses  in  the 
conaete  structure.  Knowledgeable  experts 
believe  these  residual  stresses  have  further 
reduced  the  ability  of  the  structure  to 
resist  dead,  live,  and  seismic  loads.  Since 
1975,  in  spite  of  warnings  from  structural 
engineers,  two  projects  have  inaeased  the 
full-time  (normal  working  hours) 
occupancy  of  the  struaure.  These  projects, 
funded  through  private  gifts,  added 
coaches'  offices,  weight-training  facilities, 
and  a  "Hall  of  Fame"  without  making 
structural  improvements  to  the  overall 
structure. 

Despite  President  Gardner's  personal 
commitment  to  seismic  safety,  the  proof 
of  the  UC  policy  can  be  found  in  the 
performance  of  that  policy.  In  this  case, 
improving  intercollegiate  athletic  facilities 
was  a  higher  priority  than  improving  the 
seismic  safety  of  this  known  collapse 
hazard;  instead  of  reducing  the  risk  by 
reducing  occupancy,  the  campus  artually 
chose  to  inaease  it.  Although  the 
probability  that  a  major  earthquake  will 
occur  when  the  stadium  is  filled  to  its 
76,000-person  capacity  may  be  remote, 
the  experience  at  Candlestick  Park  during 
the  1989  World  Series  is  a  strong  reminder 
that  such  a  scenario  is  foreseeable  and  can 
occur.  In  any  case,  it  is  now  much  more 
probable  that  at  least  the  areas  of  the  new 
offices  and  athletic  facilities  will  be 
occupied  during  a  damaging  earthquake. 
UC  states  that  additional  funding  is  now 
available  to  complete  the  "programmatic 
work  and  seismic  work  in  a  complete 
segment  of  the  west  section."  (See 
Appendix  G).  Structural  and  geotechnical 
studies  are  now  planned  so  that 
appropriate  seismic  improvements  can  be 
effected  whenever  funds  become 
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available.  Apparently  Memorial  Stadium  is 
not  yet  scheduled  to  receive  seismic 
strengthening. 

Considering  that  the  Memorial  Stadium's 
nonstructural  improvements  were 
completed  before  the  issue  of  seismic 
safety  was  even  evaluated,  it  is  open  to 
question  whether  the  UC  seismic  safety 
policy  statement  will  be  carried  out  at  the 
campus  level  by  nine  different  chancellors 
subject  to  competing  demands  for 
resources,  including  capital  outlay  funds. 
A  centralized  statewide  program  to 
assertively  carry  out  the  president's  policy, 
a  commitment  to  seek  the  needed  funds 
at  the  expense  of  other  priorities  if 
necessary,  and  a  process  to  see  that 
projects  are  carried  out  in  a  way  that 
respects  the  policy  are  needed.  The 
nonexistence  of  an  external  seismic  safety 
reporting  requirement  and  the  lack  of 
periodic  internal  reports  by  the 
chancellors  to  the  president  on 
compliance  with  the  seismic  safety  policy 
degrades  accountability  for  performance 
in  making  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration.  Independent  advisory 
panels  of  seismic  safety  experts  that  report 
their  findings  to  the  president  as  well  as 
their  respective  chancellors  should  be 
formed  on  each  campus  to  further 
enhance  accountability  for  compliance 
with  UC's  seismic  safety  policy. 

The  Commission  recognizes  that  many  of 
the  concerns  expressed  herein  are  possible 
only  because  UC  initiated  its  own  seismic 
safety  program  years  before  the  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake,  and  that  this  program 
has  identified  problems  other  agencies 
may  encounter  as  they  implement  their 
programs.  The  University  of  California  is 
to  be  recognized  for  its  efforts  in  the 
1970s  to  identify  buildings  expected  to 
suffer  collapse,  for  its  continuing  efforts  to 
complete  or  schedule  earthquake  hazard 
reduction  measures  in  63  additional 
buildings,  and  for  borrowing  $50  million 
in  January  1990  to  address  immediate 
seismic  problems. 

Nonetheless,  in  spite  of  this  program,  the 
fart  remains  that  at  least  49  buildings 
rated  as  "poor"  and  "very  poor"  — 
buildings  that  have  the  potential  for 
extensive  strurtural  and  nonstrurtural 
damage  and  present  collapse  or  falling 


hazards  that  represent  an  appreciable  and 
unacceptably  high  hazard  to  human  life 
—  will  remain  in  service  on  UC  campuses 
after  1995.  Moreover,  there  are  no  plans 
for  further  evaluation  of  or  work  on  the 
buildings  ranked  as  only  seismically  "fair," 
which  are  also  likely  to  sustain  strurtural 
and  nonstrurtural  earthquake  damage, 
and  which  also  contain  falling  hazards. 
These  "fair"  buildings  represent 
approximately  45  percent  of  UC's  total 
building  area.  The  only  alternative  that 
may  be  left,  if  the  planned  seismic 
retrofits  cannot  be  performed,  is  to  vacate 
these  buildings.  Otherwise  the  UC  system 
and  its  employees,  students,  and  visitors 
remain  at  serious  risk. 

The  number  and  the  qualifications  of  staff 
responsible  for  carrying  out  UC's  policy  is 
an  important  consideration.  Statewide 
vice  presidents  are  responsible  for  capital 
outlay  and  facilities  planning,  and  each 
chancellor  and  campus  staff  are  to 
implement  the  policy  statement. 
Consulting  strurtural  engineers  are 
engaged  to  advise  the  chancellor  on 
seismic  safety.  UC  appears  to  have  an 
appropriately  sized  staff  with  the 
administrative  and  technical  knowledge 
and  experience  needed  to  carry  out  the 
program.  UC  has  also  drawn  on  its  faculty 
for  in-house  expertise  to  quickly  identify 
projerts  that  can  be  completed  without 
programmatic  restrirtions  or  delay.  Given 
this  strength,  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
why  the  seismic  safety  policy  was  not 
adhered  to  in  the  case  of  the  Memorial 
Stadium  improvement  discussed  above.  It 
is  necessary  that  these  staff  personnel 
have  adequate  access  to  decisionmakers  to 
ensure  the  proper  consideration  of  seismic 
safety. 

In  summary,  the  Commission  believes 
that  UC's  seismic  safety  program  does  not 
adequately  address  all  of  the  five  elements 
that  must  be  present  to  rteate  an  effertive 
program: 

1.     Although  its  policy  statement  is 

excellent  in  concept,  its  effertiveness 
appears  to  be  diminished  by  systemic 
problems  in  execution  at  the  campus 
level,  where  it  is  just  one  of  many 
competing  priorities. 
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2.  The  university's  program  —  its  plans 
to  inaease  seismic  safety  at  its 
facilities  —  is  not  adequate  to  meet 
the  need,  either  in  terms  of  existing 
hazards  to  be  addressed  or  in  terms  of 
the  pace  of  retrofitting.  Seismic 
hazards  in  UC's  existing  buildings 
will  continue  to  expose  both  people 
and  programs  to  a  high  degree  of 
vulnerability  for  years,  perhaps 
decades,  to  come.  The  potential  for 
full  or  partial  collapse  of  buildings  is 
not  an  acceptable  risk  to  continue  for 
another  five  or  ten  years.  Seismic 
safety  cannot  be  considered  just 
another  competing  factor  in  the  UC 
policy-balancing  formula,  particularly 
at  the  UC  campuses  near  seismic  fault 
zones  that  have  been  identified  as 
having  a  high  probability  of 
damaging  earthquakes  in  the  near 
future. 

3.  Funds  are,  as  always,  a  major 
problem.  UC  should  inaease  efforts 
to  obtain  funding  for  retrofit  projects 
and  consider  which  funds  could  be 
reallocated  for  such  projects. 

4.  UC  appears  to  have  an  adequate  staff 
who  are  responsible  for  meeting  the 
goals  in  its  policy  statement,  and 
access  to  consulting  engineers  for 
advice  on  seismic  safety.  It  is 
uncertain  whether  this  expertise  has 
been  used  in  the  past  or  in  a 
consistently  effective  manner  with 
regard  to  seismic  safety. 

5.  Accountability  for  carrying  out  the 
program  appears  to  be  ambiguous  in 
that  it  does  not  provide  for  either 
external  or  internal  review  of  each 
chancellor's  commitment  to  the 
seismic  safety  policy. 

While  UC  should  be  acknowledged  for  its 
past  efforts  toward  improved  seismic 
safety,  its  report  to  the  Governor  does  not 
describe  a  sufficiently  aggressive  program 
to  carry  out  the  executive  order's 
directive.  Additionally,  several  campuses 
that  are  exposed  to  a  high  probability  of 
earthquake  currently  present  an 
unacceptable  level  of  seismic  risk. 


California  State 
University  System 

The  Commission  reviewed  the  revised 
CSU  report  dated  October  1990  which 
proposes  a  new  program.  CSU  has  a 
seismic  vulnerability  similar  to  UC's,  but 
CSU  has  made  less  progress  in  identifying 
and  strengthening  hazardous  buildings. 
Although  all  of  its  buildings  constructed 
prior  to  1933  have  been  or  are  in  the 
process  of  being  rehabilitated,  and  even 
though  CSU  has  responded  to  the 
executive  order  with  a  new  effort,  its 
response  lacks  a  clear  statement  of  its 
policy  and  does  not  include  a  short-term 
effort  to  mitigate  hazards.  The 
Commission  concludes  that  CSU's 
response  to  Executive  Order  D-86-90  is 
not  sufficient  to  demonstrate  that  seismic 
safety  has  been  accorded  precedence  in 
making  decisions  regarding  the  allocation 
of  resources  available  for  construction 
projects,  or  that  it  has  established  an 
effective  seismic  safety  program. 

CSU's  response  does  not  include  an 
adequate  policy  statement  adopted  by  the 
chancellor  or  Board  of  Trustees  that  sets 
forth  goals,  expectations,  and  deadlines, 
or  that  ranks  seismic  safety  alongside 
competing  priorities.  The  report  does  state 
their  policy  to  provide  an  acceptable  level 
of  risk  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible, 
and  their  capital  outlay  program  ranking 
aiteria  ranks  projects  required  to  correct 
seismic  hazards  in  the  second  category. 
The  Commission  recommends  that  the 
CSU  chancellor  and  Board  of  Trustees 
consider  and  adopt  a  comprehensive 
seismic  policy  statement. 

CSU's  report  does  not  adequately  identify 
funding  sources  and  amounts  for  its  new 
seismic  safety  program.  Although  it  has 
expressed  a  commitment  to  pursue  every 
avenue  to  seek  a  funding  source  to  correct 
seismic  deficiencies  in  nonstate-owned 
buildings  and  facilities,  CSU  has  been 
highly  reluctant  to  do  as  UC  has  done, 
and  raise  student  fees  to  fund  seismic 
strengthening  of  fee-supported  buildings 
such  as  dormitories  and  cafeterias. 
However,  CSU  has  stated  its  intention  to 
revisit  this  issue  and  said  that  when 
evaluations  of  fee-support  facilities  are 
completed,  every  avenue  will  be  pursued 
to  seek  funding  sources  to  correct  seismic 
safety  deficiencies,  including  an  increase 
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in  fees  where  possible.  CSU  intends  to 
close  and  vacate  such  fee-supported 
buildings  if  funding  sources  are  not 
available  for  seismic  retrofitting  of 
facilities  that  present  a  life  safety  risk  that 
is  too  high  to  continue  occupancy. 

Like  UC,  CSU  was  depending  on  the 
passage  of  Proposition  143  in  November 
1990  to  fund  its  seismic  safety  program. 
But  even  if  the  proposition  had  passed, 
the  first  seismic  safety  projects  could  have 
taken  as  long  as  three  to  four  years  to  get 
through  its  inventory,  priority-setting, 
and  capital  outlay  processes.  This  delay  is 
unacceptable.  CSU  has  immediate, 
obvious  hazards  that  must  be  addressed 
more  promptly.  At  the  planned  pace,  far 
too  many  CSU  buildings  will  expose 
people  and  programs  to  a  high  degree  of 
vulnerability  for  decades  to  come.  The 
recent  collapse  of  the  Daniels  Recital  Hall 
at  CSU  Long  Beach  raises  the  concern  that 
even  recently  CSU  constructed  buildings 
can  be  hazardous. 

It  is  laudable  that  despite  the  failure  of 
Proposition  143  at  the  polls,  CSU's 
administration  will  support  a  $500,000 
Budget  Change  Proposal  (BCP)  for  the 
initial  phase  of  its  seismic  safety  program 
so  that  reevaluation  of  all  existing 
buildings  in  the  system  can  stay  on 
schedule.  However,  there  are  no  other 
funds  specifically  allocated  for  seismic 
safety;  higher  education  bond  monies 
approved  by  the  voters  in  June  1990  have 
been  dedicated  to  other  uses.  CSU  must 
actively  and  aggressively  seek  new, 
alternative  funding  sources  such  as 
revenue  bonds  for  seismic  safety  work,  as 
well  as  redirecting  Proposition  121  funds 
to  seismic  retrofitting  projects. 


additional  sources  of  funding.  Authority 
should  be  sought  to  redirect  its  existing 
capital  outlay  program  to  strengthen 
hazardous  buildings. 

CSU's  response  is  an  inadequate  concept 
proposal.  It  depends  on  funds  that  also 
depended  on  further  action  by  the 
Legislature  and  the  electorate,  and  does 
not  address  alternatives  to  bond  funding 
for  its  seismic  safety  projects.  The 
1990/1991  effort  will  develop  scope-of- 
work  documents  for  work  to  be  conducted 
next  year.  Unfortunately,  it  is  not  a 
program  that  is  actually  identifying  and 
removing  hazards  now. 

Although  CSU  has  assigned  responsibility 
for  seismic  safety  to  the  Assistant  Vice 
Chancellor  for  Physical  Planning  and 
Development,  and  has  a  degree  of  in- 
house  technical  expertise,  it  remains 
uncertain  whether  CSU  has  an 
appropriately  sized  staff  that  has  the 
administrative  and  technical  knowledge 
and  experience  needed  to  carry  out  its 
proposed  program.  The  unavoidable 
conclusion  is  that  CSU  still  lacks  a  seismic 
safety  program.  The  situation  at  CSU  is 
unacceptable. 


CSU's  administration  should  take 
immediate  action  to  achieve  low-cost 
improvements  enhancing  life  safety.  For 
example,  nonstructural  hazards  can  be 
secured  to  resist  ground  shaking.  Further, 
CSU  should  adopt  language  for  its  leases 
similar  to  that  employed  by  UC  to  ensure 
the  earthquake  safety  of  occupants.  CSU 
should  also  commit  to  finding  an 
immediate  alternative  to  the  voter- 
rejected  Proposition  143  that  CSU  had 
proposed  to  use  as  a  source  for  a 
significant  portion  of  its  funds  for  seismic 
safety,  and  further  commit  to  finding 
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Common  Problems 


The  Seismic  Safety  Commission  finds 
that  there  are  several  concerns  that  are 
common  to  the  four  state  agencies  that 
are  the  subfects  of  the  executive  order. 

Funding 

While  the  agencies  targeted  by  the 
executive  order  each  have  some  discretion 
in  redirecting  funds,  most  of  their  capital 
outlay  funds  have  been  approved  by  the 
Legislature  and  the  Governor  for  specific 
purposes  and  cannot  be  readily  diverted 
to  other  projects,  no  matter  how  worthy. 
The  agency  may  propose,  but  it  is  the 
Governor  and  the  Legislature  who 
dispose.  And  it  is  the  Governor  and  the 
Legislature  who  now  must  ensure  that  the 
wherewithal  for  seismic  retrofitting,  safe 
new  structures,  and  ongoing  emergency 
response  and  recovery  plans  is  provided. 
General  obligation  bonds,  revenue  bonds, 
fees,  and  even  tax  increases  must  all  be 
explored;  seismic  safety  is  too  important, 
and  ignoring  it  will  be  too  expensive,  to 
drop  because  of  lack  of  money.  The 
existing  level  of  earthquake  risk  is 
unacceptable. 

Capital  Outlay  Budgeting 

The  state's  capital  outlay  process  is  an 
impediment  to  making  seismic  safety  a 
priority  consideration.  The  capital  outlay 
process  is  project-based,  requiring 
departments  to  submit  individual  projects 
to  prescriptive  reviews  at  several  different 
stages.  With  each  review,  there  is  the 
potential  for  aeating  delay  and  adding 
cost,  increasing  the  risk  that  the  project 
may  be  abandoned,  suspended,  or 
significantly  changed. 

This  project-based  process  tends  to  be 
slow  and  unnecessarily  inflexible, 
particularly  for  state  agencies  such  as  DGS, 
UC,  and  CSU  that  have  large  ongoing 
capital  outlay  needs.  Specific  funding 
decisions  have  to  be  made  so  far  in 
advance  that  there  may  be  insufficient 
information  on  which  to  base  those 
decisions.  The  result  is  budget  requests 


that  are  often  less  than  accurate,  leading 
to  the  need  to  either  adjust  the  scale  of 
the  project  to  match  the  budget,  or  to  ask 
the  Legislature  or  the  electorate  for  more 
money.  Either  effort  is  time  consuming, 
costly,  and  inefficient.  This  is  particularly 
true  for  seismic  safety  projects,  in  which 
the  full  scope  of  work  to  be  done  is 
seldom  known  until  after  the  project  is 
started.  Project-based  budgeting  is  too 
slow  to  meet  the  state's  needs  for 
increasing  the  seismic  safety  of  state 
buildings. 

An  alternative  method  that  might  be 
more  appropriate  for  seismic  safety 
projects  is  the  program-based  budgeting 
procedure  used  by  Caltrans.  Caltrans' 
budgeting  procedures  rely  on  careful 
planning,  thorough  programming, 
scheduling,  and  independent  review  of 
capital  outlay  needs  that  inherently 
ensure  accurate  budgeting.  Further,  it 
provides  flexibility  within  the  budget 
allocated  by  the  Legislature  so  that  cost- 
effeaive  means  can  be  used  to  accomplish 
both  program  and  budget  requirements. 
While  this  approach  may  not  be 
appropriate  for  agencies  that  have  only 
periodic  capital  outlay  needs,  it  could  be 
expected  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of 
seismic  safety  programs  pursued  by  DGS, 
UC,  and  CSU.  Like  Caltrans,  which  is  now 
faced  with  strengthening  thousands  of 
bridges,  DGS,  UC,  and  CSU  are  each 
confronted  with  the  necessity  of 
strengthening  hundreds  of  buildings.  The 
flexibility  of  a  program-based  budget 
process  is  more  conducive  to  meeting  the 
complex  needs  of  seismic  retrofitting  in  a 
timely  manner,  whereas  if  seismic  hazard 
reduction  is  approached  on  a  building-by- 
building  (project -based)  basis,  it  will  be 
too  lengthy  a  process,  and  lives  will  be 
lost  in  the  process. 

This  issue  has  been  studied  at  length  by  a 
task  force  reporting  to  the  Building 
Standards  Commission,  whose  final  report 
recommends  ways  to  improve  the  process. 
The  Seismic  Safety  Commission  strongly 
recommends  that  these  findings  be 
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evaluated  by  the  Administration  and  the 
Office  of  the  Legislative  Analyst  for 
applicability  to  seismic  safety  project 
funding,  and  appropriate 
recommendations  implemented. 
Continuing  with  the  status  quo  will  cause 
unacceptable  delays  in  implementing 
seismic  safety  projects. 

Potential  Disruption  of 
Operations 

While  the  potential  collapse  of  state- 
operated  buildings  and  facilities  can  never 
be  tolerated  as  an  acceptable  risk, 
significant  damage  to  several  buildings, 
even  without  life-threatening  collapse, 
will  prevent  a  resumption  of  normal 
activities  for  months  or  years,  significantly 
affecting  state  government  functions  or 
threatening  the  viability  of  a  campus. 
Several  Bay  Area  state-owned  university 
campuses  and  office  buildings  could  be 
significantly  disrupted  for  years  as  a  result 
of  damage  to  vulnerable  buildings  from 
the  imminent  magnitude  7  earthquake  on 
the  Hayward  fault.  This  risk  to  continued 
functioning  is  also  unacceptable. 

The  state  should  consider  the  importance 
of  this  potential  loss  of  function  when 
determining  the  standards  that  are 
appropriate  for  new  buildings.  The  state 
must  also  recognize  that  retrofitting 
existing  buildings,  while  it  will  protect 
lives,  will  not  usually  save  the  building  or 
its  functions  after  a  major  earthquake. 

It  appears  that  most  state  agencies  have 
emergency  response  plans  for  their 
facilities  and  activities;  UC  and  CSU  have 
both  desaibed  their  plans  to  the 
Commission  in  testimony.  On  the  other 
hand,  most  state  agencies  do  not  have 
recovery  plans.  Recovery  plans  need  to  be 
formulated  by  the  universities  and  state 
agencies  to  anticipate  the  disruption  that 
will  be  caused  by  future  earthquakes  and 
provide  for  rapid  resumption  of  normal 
functions. 

Liability 

In  addition  to  the  loss  of  life,  injuries, 
damage,  and  operations  disruption  that 
structural  collapse  would  cause,  the  state 
must  also  recognize  the  potential  liability 
exposure  that  the  state  risks  if  seismic 


safety  remains  just  another  competing 
factor  in  resource  allocation.  The  state 
didn't  know  that  the  Cypress  viaduct  was 
a  collapse  hazard,  but  it  is  paying  millions 
of  dollars  in  damages  to  the  victims  of 
that  collapse;  this  could  be  miniscule 
compared  to  the  claims  that  would  occur 
after  the  failure  of  state  buildings  that  are 
known  to  be  potential  collapse  hazards  in 
an  earthquake. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  despite 
the  limited  immunities  conferred  upon 
the  Regents  of  the  University  of  California 
and  the  Trustees  of  the  California  State 
University  system,  as  well  as  the  top 
management  officials  of  both  universities, 
by  the  Tort  Claims  Act  (Sect.  810  et  seq.  of 
the  Government  Code),  the  potential 
remains  for  them  to  be  held  personally 
liable,  along  with  the  State  of  California, 
for  failure  to  mitigate  known  dangerous 
conditions,  such  as  earthquake  hazards. 
(See  Sections  835,  835.2,  840.2,  and  840.4 
of  the  Government  Code,  and  Peterson  v. 
San  Francisco  Community  College  Dist, 
(1986)  36  Cal.3d  799).  In  determining 
whether  an  administrator,  regent,  or 
trustee  is  personally  liable  for  an  act  or 
omission,  the  courts  apply  the  "reasonable 
person"  standard  which  excuses  honest 
errors  in  judgment,  but  not  the 
intentional  ignoring  of  significant 
problems. 

Although  fear  of  liability  should  not  be 
the  driving  force,  the  Commission 
believes  that  the  potential  for  liability  is 
an  important  consideration  for  the  state 
in  providing  funding  and  setting  priorities 
to  abate  earthquake  hazards. 

Placarding 

The  Commission  believes  occupants  have 
a  right  to  know  if  the  building  they  enter 
poses  an  appreciable  hazard  to  life,  and 
the  right  to  choose  not  to  enter.  While  the 
supplemental  language  to  the  1990-91 
state  budget  bill  requires  posting  state- 
owned  buildings,  including  UC  and  CSU 
buildings,  with  signs  on  how  to  respond 
to  earthquakes  and  how  to  exit  the 
building,  there  is  no  requirement  that 
these  signs  disclose  hazards,  even  though 
studies  may  have  determined  that  the 
building  has  a  potential  for  extensive 
structural  and  nonstructural  damage  or 
presents  collapse  or  falling  hazards.  Signs 
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posted  at  conspicuous  locations  should 
direct  concerned  parties  to  a  source  of 
more  detailed  information  on  the  nature 
of  the  hazards  and  the  risk  of  injury  so 
they  can  make  an  informed  choice. 

The  state,  for  its  part,  has  a  responsibility 
to  offer  reasonably  convenient  alternative 
facilities  for  those  who  choose  not  to 
enter.  State  law  may  need  to  be  clarified  to 
ensure  that  posting  does  not  change  the 
test  for  liability  in  case  of  injury,  and  to 
require  that  the  state  must  abate  the 
hazards  posed  by  these  buildings  by 
January  1,  2000,  or  cease  public  use  of  the 
building. 

Standards 

Each  agency  proposes  differing  standards 
for  strengthening  existing  buildings. 
Consistent  standards  should  be 
established  for  state-operated  buildings 
that  depend  on  the  functions  housed 
therein,  the  ground  shaking  expected,  the 
occupancy,  and  the  ability  of  buildings  to 
withstand  earthquake  forces,  not  on  code 
compliance  alone. 

Standards  should  be  adopted  that 
facilitate  making  reasonable  seismic  safety 
improvements  to  a  large  number  of 
existing  state  buildings.  This  approach 
will  achieve  more  in  terms  of  overall  life 
safety  than  imposing  overly  stringent 
CTiteria  on  a  few.  Excessively  stringent 
seismic  safety  aiteria  can  cause  additional 
disruption  (operational  interference)  to 
existing  buildings,  cost  more  due  to  the 
extent  of  work  needed  to  remove  archaic 
materials,  and  be  more  difficult  to  apply. 
Moreover,  they  may  not  actually  increase 
life  safety  significantly.  Cost-effective 
seismic  safety  criteria  must  be  developed 
and  adopted  for  existing  buildings  that  are 
different  than  those  from  new  buildings. 

Existing  law  requires  the  Commission  to 
prepare  a  policy  on  acceptable  levels  of 
risk  in  state-owned  buildings.  Further, 
Section  16600  etseq.  of  the  Health  and 
Safety  Code,  enacted  September  30,  1990, 
requires  the  State  Architect  and  the 
Building  Standards  Commission,  in 
consultation  with  UC,  CSU,  the  Structural 
Engineers  Association  of  California,  and 
the  Commission,  to  develop  and  adopt 
seismic  safety  retrofit  standards  for  all 
state  buildings,  including  those  owned  by 


UC  and  CSU.  This  Commission-developed 
policy,  its  implementation  framework, 
and  Section  166600  etseq.  should  be 
considered  as  a  possible  state  policy  on 
acceptable  risk  that  will  help  set  such 
CTiteria. 

Peer  Review 

Building  codes,  the  use  of  reputable 
engineers,  and  plan  checking  are  not 
enough.  Important  or  unusual  projects 
should  be  independently  reviewed  by 
qualified  peer  engineers  who  are 
experienced  in  earthquake  engineering  to 
ensure  that  the  complex  problems  of 
strengthening  existing  buildings  and 
applying  appropriate  technology  in  the 
construction  of  new  buildings  are  properly 
addressed. 

All  independent  peer  reviews  should  be 
conducted  on  an  "arms'-length"  basis  that 
ensures  the  integrity  of  the  review  and 
separation  of  the  reviewers  from  the 
budget  and  schedule  pressures  on  the 
project's  decisionmakers.  Reviewers 
should  report  to  the  highest  level  of 
management.  Such  peer  reviews  should 
examine  projects  at  the  conceptual  stage 
and  then  later,  when  the  working 
drawings  are  complete,  for  conformance 
with  accepted  engineering  practice  and 
applicable  current  seismic  design  code 
requirements.  Peer  review  must  evaluate 
the  design  CTiteria  for  compatibility  and 
consistency  with  the  intended  use  and  the 
site's  earthquake  environment. 

Public  agencies  having  substantial 
building  programs  should  establish  formal 
independent  review  bodies  similar  to  the 
Engineering  Criteria  Review  Board  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and 
Development  Commission  (BCDC).  Both 
Caltrans  and  UC  have  policies  providing 
such  independent  peer  review,  but  UC's 
review  policy  appears  to  lack  an 
appropriate  enforcement  and 
accountability  process.  CSU  has  required  a 
plan-checking  process  for  approximately 
six  years,  and  DCS  does  plan  checking  in 
house;  neither  has  an  independent  peer 
review  process. 

With  regard  to  Caltrans,  the  Commission 
believes  that  its  Seismic  Design  Advisory 
Board  should  have  a  more  active  role  in 
the  independent  projeCT  review.  The 


18 


CTeation  of  the  board  and  project  review 
panels  Is  a  formal  attempt  to 
institutionalize  a  source  of  outside 
perspective  and  ideas.  The  Seismic  Design 
Advisory  Board  is  critical  to  this  effort.  If 
the  board  also  had  a  role  in  selecting 
project  peer  review  panels  and  was 
required  to  monitor  peer  review  reports, 
its  influence  would  be  enhanced  and  a 
source  of  outside  perspective  and  ideas 
would  be  institutionalized.  Such  a 
mechanism  to  institutionalize  external 
review  should  be  adopted  by  DGS,  UC, 
and  CSU  as  well. 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  1989  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake,  Caltrans  and  other  agencies 
came  under  enormous  public  pressure  to 
quickly  restore  damaged  facilities.  The 
importance  of  independent  and  timely 
peer  review  was  demonstrated  by  the 
review  of  the  Caltrans  San  Francisco 
viaduct  project.  The  independent  reviews 
of  design  identified  a  need  for 
fundamental  changes  in  the  retrofit  efforts 
after  much  of  the  construction  was 
already  under  way. 

Timely  Independent  review  is  important 
for  earthquake  damage  repair  projects. 
The  desire  to  recover  quickly  is  common 
after  earthquakes.  All  state  agencies 
should  anticipate  this  situation  and 
balance  the  desire  to  recover  quickly  with 
the  necessity  for  timely  independent  peer 
reviews. 

Independent  Plan  Checking 
and  Construction  Inspection 

In  addition  to  peer  review,  independent 
checking  of  design  drawings,  calculations, 
and  specifications,  and  thorough 
construction  inspection  by  qualified 
inspectors  are  needed.  DGS  proposes 
doing  plan  checking  and  construction 
inspection  for  all  state  agencies,  or 
prequalifying  outside  firms  to  do  the 
work. 

Design  professionals  should  be  required  to 
observe  construction  progress  periodically 
to  ensure  that  construction  documents  are 
being  properly  interpreted  and 
implemented,  as  well  as  ensuring  that  the 
design  professional  remains  fully  aware  of 
construction  issues.  Legislation  is  needed 
to  apply  these  concepts  uniformly  to  the 


design  and  construction  of  all  state 
buildings. 

Competing  Priorities 

Competing  priorities  cannot  be  used  as  an 
excuse  to  compromise  seismic  safety  in 
public  buildings  any  more  than  they 
would  be  allowed  to  lessen  fire  code 
compliance,  seismic  safety,  and  similar 
mandates  in  regulating  the  private  sector. 

Caltrans'  mission  includes  building  safe 
bridges,  and  OSA  staff  has  a  strong 
commitment  to  seismic  safety,  although 
its  focus  has  been  primarily  on  public 
schools  and  hospitals  and  the  design  of 
new  state  buildings.  In  the  UC  and  CSU 
systems,  however,  the  focus  of 
management  attention  is  on  educational 
and  research  matters,  and  the 
administration  does  not  appear  to  have 
adequately  dealt  with  the  problem  of 
making  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration  or  to  have  recognized  the 
potential  for  operational  disruption  and 
liability  exposure  that  earthquakes  will 
CTeate  for  their  institutions. 

Seismic  safety  concerns,  including 
nonstructural  hazard  mitigation  and 
earthquake  recovery  plans  as  well  as 
retrofitting  existing  buildings  and 
building  seismically  resistant  new 
structures,  are  important  for  all  state 
agencies,  and  must  receive  significant  staff 
and  management  attention.  The  success 
of  this  program  is  not  simply  a  technical 
matter;  it  is  operational  and  financial  as 
well. 

For  seismic  safety  to  be  a  priority 
consideration,  it  may  be  necessary  to  have 
seismic  safety  of  state-operated  buildings 
legislatively  mandated  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  was  for  local  school  officials 
by  the  Garrison  Act,  Section  39210  et  seq. 
of  the  Education  Code. 

institutional  Commitments 

Seismic  safety  is  a  long-term  endeavor 
that  must  be  institutionalized  by 
governmental  agencies.  Even  after  today's 
problems  are  corrected,  there  must  still  be 
an  ongoing  effort  and  clearly  defined 
accountability;  California's  government 
cannot  let  the  lessons  of  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  fade  as  did  those  of  the  1971 
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San  Fernando  Valley  earthquake.  Making 
certain  that  seismic  safety  programs  are 
consistently  pursued  over  the  long  term 
will  require  legislation  establishing  the 
official  public  policy  that  seismic  safety  is 
an  important,  priority  factor  in  the 
governmental  decisionmaking  and 
resource-allocation  process. 

Include  All  State  The  concept  of  seismic 
Agencies  safety  must  be 

extended  and 
institutionalized  beyond  the  four  state 
agencies  mentioned  in  the  executive 
order.  It  is  important  for  all  state  agencies 
that  build  or  maintain  their  own 
buildings,  particularly  the  Department  of 
Corrections  and  the  Department  of  Water 
Resources,  whose  buildings  and 
construction  programs  are  exempt  from 
DGS/OSA  oversight.  For  example,  the 
Department  of  Corrections  has  the  largest 
building-construction  program  of  any 
state  agency  and  currently  owns  an 
estimated  1400  buildings,  more  buildings 
than  are  owned  by  CSU. 

Accountability     The  Commission 
and  Oversight      believes  that  a 

meaningful  oversight 
process  is  needed  to  assure  accountability 
for  progress  on  seismic  safety.  The 
Commission  invites  the  Governor's 
attention  to  his  executive  authority  to 
present,  or  establish  a  mechanism  to 
prepare,  an  annual  report  to  the  people  of 
California  on  the  progress  that  each  state 
agency,  UC,  and  CSU  have  made  in 
abating  hazards  in  existing  buildings  and 
in  making  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration.  Backed  by  the  power  and 
prestige  of  the  Governor,  an  annual  report 
to  Californians  would  motivate  appointed 
agency  heads  to  act  quickly  and 
effectively  to  mitigate  seismic  safety 
hazards.  It  could  also  encourage  local 
governments  to  take  appropriate  action 
concerning  their  hazardous  buildings  and 
move  on  other  earthquake  planning 
items. 

Another  aspea  of  accountability  is 
introduced  by  the  practice  of  "value 
engineering,"  a  process  whereby  outside 
experts  in  engineering  and  construction 
review  project  concepts  and  plans  to 
eliminate  problems  and  find  ways  of 
doing  the  work  cheaper.  Value 


engineering  experts  usually  are  not 
experts  in  seismic  safety.  TTiey  may 
assume  that  mere  code  compliance  is 
sufficient  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of 
safety,  and  recommend  that  structural 
systems  or  materials  be  changed  to 
facilitate  faster  or  less  expensive 
construction.  Although  this  is  an 
important  process,  it  must  not  be  at  the 
expense  of  seismic  safety.  Value 
engineering  efforts  that  focus  too  heavily 
on  reducing  initial  construction  costs  and 
deemphasize  seismic  safety  can  result  in 
recommendations  for  construction 
techniques  that  are  cheaper  and  make  the 
building  easier  to  build,  but  leave 
buildings  and  structures  far  more 
vulnerable  to  earthquake  damage.  The 
value  engineering  review  should  always 
include  the  earthquake  design  engineer, 
and  make  every  effort  to  assure  a  fair 
hearing  to  concepts  introduced  into  the 
project  to  provide  an  adequate  level  of 
seismic  safety  and  to  maintain  building 
functions  after  earthquakes. 

Achieving  meaningful  accountability  is  a 
major  challenge.  The  Commission 
recommends  that  the  Department  of 
Finance  should  be  instructed  to  include 
checking  for  compliance  with  the 
recommendations  in  this  report  in  the 
regular  performance  audits  of  state 
agencies.  The  State  Administrative  Manual 
(SAM)  could  be  amended  to  make  all 
agencies  aware  of  these  new  requirements. 

The  legislation  creating  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  provides  the  authority  to 
review  state  programs,  and  in  the  past  the 
Commission  has  used  its  authority  to 
examine  seismic  safety-related  artivities 
by  state  agencies.  The  Commission  will 
continue  to  ask  the  affected  agencies  to 
report  at  periodic  public  hearings  on  their 
progress  in  meeting  the  commitments 
made  in  their  reports  to  the  Governor  in 
response  to  the  executive  order  and  any 
further  administrative  or  legislative 
directives.  The  Commission  recognizes 
and  will  continue  to  carry  out  its  statutory 
responsibilities  to  the  Governor,  the 
Legislature,  and  all  Californians. 

Historical  Structures 

DGS,  UC,  CSU,  and  even  Caltrans  must 
address  the  question  of  acceptable  level  of 
risk  for  historic  state  buildings  and 
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structures.  Many  important  state-owned 
buildings  and  structures,  including 
highway  bridges,  have  been  or  will  be 
designated  as  being  of  historical 
significance. 

California's  state-owned  historic  buildings 
and  structures  are  unique  artifacts  that 
must  be  protected  from  both  earthquake 
damage  and  destruction  of  their  historical 
character.  Although  the  State  Historical 
Building  Code  must  be  followed  when 
historic  buildings  are  retrofitted  so  that 
.  their  historical  aspects  are  preserved,  other 
factors  must  also  be  taken  into 
consideration  to  ensure  that  there  is  an 
adequate  level  of  seismic  safety.  Historic 
qualities  must  be  preserved  in  a  manner 
that  ensures  such  buildings  and  structures 
are  reasonably  resistant  to  earthquake 
forces.  State-owned  historic  buildings  and 
structures  must  be  identified  and 
strengthened  to  a  level  that  will  not  only 
ensure  life  safety,  but  also  ensure  that 
earthquake  damage  can  be  repaired  to 
preserve  the  historic  legacy  of  our 
communities  for  future  generations.  At 
the  same  time,  there  cannot  be  allowed  to 
exist  any  conflict  between  historic 
preservation  policy  and  seismic  safety 
policy  that  might  result  in  an 
unacceptable  risk  to  the  public's  safety. 


Recommendations 


Caltrans,  DGS,  UC,  and  CSU  can  make 
significant  progress  in  reducing  seismic 
hazards  if  the  Commission's 
recommendations  contained  herein  are 
implemented.  The  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  respectfully  recommends 
that  the  Executive  Department,  the 
Legislature,  and  all  state  agencies 
implement  the  following  coordinated 
actions  to  make  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration  of  state  government: 

Executive  Action 

•    Issue  an  uncompromising  executive 
order  that: 

A.  Designates  the  directors  of  all  state 
agencies,  boards,  and  commissions 
accountable  for  adoption  of 
seismic  safety  policies;  these 
policies  should  make  one 
designated  person  in  each  agency 
responsible  for  taking  all 
reasonable  steps  to  ensure  the 
protection  of  employees  and 
clients  against  the  effects  of 
earthquakes.  This  individual 
should  be  accountable  to  the 
agency  head  for: 

1.  Determining  the  level  of 
seismic  performance  needed  at 
each  of  its  facilities  and  the 
fiscal  and  personnel  resources 
needed  to  achieve  that  level  of 
performance. 

2.  Working  with  OSA  to  ensure 
that  important  existing 
buildings  are  properly 
surveyed,  analyzed,  and 
scheduled  for  abatement  of 
falling  hazards  and  permanent 
strengthening  where  needed. 

3.  Developing  a  mitigation  plan 
to  abate  nonstructural  seismic 
hazards,  including  interior 
nonstructural  building 
elements,  utilities,  equipment, 
fixtures,  furnishings,  and  other 


contents;  and  exterior 
nonstructural  elements, 
parapets,  appendages,  and 
cornices;  that  could  be 
dislodged,  fall,  overturn,  slide, 
or  rupture  during  earthquakes. 

4.  Preparing  a  recovery  plan  to 
ensure  rapid  resumption  of 
functions  after  an  earthquake. 

5.  Accelerating  seismic  hazard 
reduction  programs  that  focus 
on  larger,  older,  more 
important  buildings  in  high 
probability  earthquake  areas, 
and  immediate,  low-cost 
nonstructural  hazard 
reduction  measures. 

6.  Establishing  a  funding  strategy 
to  determine  which  building 
retrofits  should  be  funded 
from  the  General  Fund,  from 
general  obligation  bonds,  and 
from  fee  and  revenue  sources 
or  through  revenue  bonds. 

7.  Developing  consistent 
building  standards  and  seismic 
hazard  abatement  methods  as 
mandated  by  Section  16600  et 
seq.  of  the  Health  and  Safety 
Code. 

8.  Reporting  to  the  Governor 
annually  on  progress  made  in 
making  seismic  safety  a 
priority  consideration. 

B.  Requires  independent  seismic 
safety  peer  review  of  all  major 
projeas  involving  retrofitting  of 
existing  buildings,  constructing 
new  buildings,  and  repairing 
buildings  damaged  by 
earthquakes. 

C.  Requires  all  state  departments  that 
are  exempt  from  OSA  purview, 
particularly  the  Department  of 
Corrections  and  the  Department 


22 


of  Water  Resources,  to  prepare 
detailed  action  plans  by  February 
28,  1991  to  ensure  that  their 
buildings  are  safe  from  significant 
failure  in  the  event  of  earthquakes. 
The  plans  should  include  priority 
listings  of  buildings  that  will  be 
scheduled  for  seismic  retrofit.  The 
departments,  when  constructing 
new  buildings  or  retrofitting 
existing  buildings,  should: 

1.  Use  the  standards  adopted  by 
the  Department  of  General 
Services  for  new  buildings  and 
for  the  seismic  retrofit  of 
existing  buildings. 

2.  Secure  from  OSA,  or  an  OSA- 
approved  firm,  the  review  and 
approval  of  design  drawings 
and  specifications  for  all 
buildings. 

3.  Require  inspections  of 
construction  by  qualified 
inspectors  to  ensure 
compliance  with  plans  and 
specifications. 

D.  Creates  ad  hoc  Seismic  Safety 
Construction  Coordinating 
Council  to  develop  consistent 
methodologies,  guidelines,  and 
standards  for  identifying, 
prioritizing,  and  retrofitting 
existing  buildings  in  conjunction 
with  the  mandates  of  Section 
16600  et  seq.  of  the  Health  and 
Safety  Code. 

E.  Directs  UC,  CSU,  and  all  other 
state  agencies  to  immediately  post 
warnings  on  buildings  that  have 
been  determined  to  have  the 
potential  for  extensive  structural 
and  nonstructural  damage,  or 
have  collapse  or  falling  hazards 
that  represent  an  appreciable 
hazard  to  human  life,  and  vacate 
these  buildings  as  soon  as  possible, 
but  certainly  by  the  end  of  the 
century. 

F.  Direct  revisions  be  made  to  the 
State  Administrative  Manual 
(SAM)  and  that  other  directives  be 
issued  as  appropriate,  to  ensure 


that  all  departments  are  aware  of 
these  requirements. 

G.  Direct  the  Department  of  Finance 
to  determine  whether  the 
objectives  of  this  recommended 
executive  order  is  being  carried 
out  as  part  of  the  regular 
performance  audits  of  every  state 
agency. 

H.  On  April  18  of  each  year,  makes 
public  the  progress  each  state 
agency,  including  UC  and  CSU, 
has  made  in  abating  hazards  in 
existing  buildings,  as  well  as 
making  seismic  safety  a  priority 
operational  consideration. 

Departmental  Action 

•  The  director  of  DGS  and  the  chancellor 
of  CSU  must  immediately  adopt  and 
implement  an  official  policy  that 
unequivocally  states  that  seismic  safety 
is  to  be  an  important,  priority  factor  in 
the  decision-making  and  resource- 
allocation  process.  The  existing  UC 
policy  statement  could  serve  as  an 
excellent  example. 

•  Caltrans,  DGS,  UC,  and  CSU  must 
ensure  independent  peer  review  of  all 
design  aiteria  and  concepts, 
independent  review  of  drawings  and 
specifications,  and  inspection  of 
construction  for  retrofitting  and  new 
construction  projects.  Independent 
review  panels  must  include  experienced 
and  qualified  peers  that  have  no  stake 
in  the  project. 

•  Caltrans  should  expand  the 
representation  on  its  Seismic  Research 
Advisory  Committee  to  include 
knowledgeable  practicing  engineers  in 
addition  to  researchers  and  ask  the 
committee  to  formulate  a  research 
plan.  The  Seismic  Design  Advisory 
Board  should  report  to  the  department 
director  to  ensure  that  future  directors 
receive  the  advice  of  this  high-level 
panel,  and  the  board  should  participate 
in  the  selection  of  project  plan  review 
panels,  receive  copies  of  each  plan 
review  report,  and  periodically  evaluate 
the  efficacy  of  the  peer  review  process. 
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•  Caltrans  should  discuss  and  resolve  any 
disagreement  with  technical 
recommendations  in  the  Board  of 
Inquiry  report,  Competing  Against  Time, 
with  its  Seismic  Design  Review  Board. 

•  UC,  CSU,  and  DGS,  including  OSA  and 
OREDS,  should  create  independent 
seismic  safety  advisory  committees  that 
report  to  the  agency's  highest  level  to 
advise  them  on  their  programs  and 
enhance  accountability  in  complying 
with  the  agency's  seismic  safety  policy. 
These  committees  could  be  modeled 
after  the  Caltrans  Seismic  Design 
Advisory  Board. 

Legislation 

•  Include  language  that  establishes 
seismic  safety  as  a  priority 
consideration  in  capital  outlay  bonds 
or  project  funding  for  Caltrans,  DGS 
(including  OSA),  UC,  and  CSU. 

•  Enact  legislation  to  allow  agencies, 
such  as  DGS,  UC,  and  CSU,  to  have 
large  and  ongoing  capital  outlay 
responsibilities  to  use  an  alternative 
method  of  funding  seismic  safety 
projects  such  as  the  program-based 
budgeting  procedures  employed  by 
Caltrans,  the  Federal  Government's 
two-phase  approval  process,  or  a 
modification  of  the  existing  capital 
outlay  process. 

•  Enact  legislation  giving  OSA  plan 
checking  and  construction  inspection 
authority  over  state-owned  buildings 
similar  to  that  it  now  has  to  oversee 
compliance  with  the  Field  Act  in  public 
schools. 

•  Provide  adequate  capital  funding 
through  legislation  to  place  a  general 
obligation  bond  measure  on  the  1992 
statewide  ballot  or  authorizing  revenue 
bonds  for  the  seismic  retrofit  of  state- 
owned  buildings,  including  university 
buildings. 

•  Enact  legislation  requiring  all 
hazardous  state  buildings,  including 
those  on  university  campuses,  be 
identified  and  mitigated  or  vacated  as 
soon  as  possible,  but  no  later  than 
January  1,  2000. 
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Appendix  A 

Executive  Order  D-86-90 


EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENT 
STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


KTBCnnVK  ORDSR  I>-86-90 

WHERKAS.  on  October  17,  1989    a    aajor    eartbquaJce    occurred     in  Nortbem 
California,     causing    deaths,     injuries,     and  widespread  damage  to  transportation 
facilities  and  other  structures:  and 

BHERKAS.  an  independent  Soard  of  Inquiry  vas  formed    in    November    1989  to 
investigate    the    reasons    for    the  collapse  of  transportation  structures  and  to 
recommend  actions  to  reduce  the  danger  of  tragic  structural    failures    in  future 
earthquakes:  and 

BHESBAS.  the  Board  of  Inquiry  found  that  there  is  a  high  probability  that  one 
or  more  major  earthquakes  will  strike  heavily  populated    areas    ia    Northern  and 
Southern  California  in  the  fxiture;  and 

BEESEAS.    California's    state    of    earthquake  readiness  needs  improvement  to 
better  protect  the  public  safety  and  our  economy  from  potentially  serious  impacts 
of  future  earthquakes; 

NOB,  THERZ?ORK.  I.  GEO RGB  DEDKMZJIAN.  Governor  of  the  State  of  California,  by 
virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  Statutes  of 
the  State  of  California,  do  hereby  issue  this  Order,  to  become  effective  immedi- 
ately: 

1.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  State  of  California  that  seismic  safety  shall  be 
given    priority    consideration    in    the    allocation    of  resources  for 
transportation  construction  projects,  and  in  the  design  and  construction 
of    all  state  structures,  including  transportation  structures  and  public 
buildings. 

2.  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  shall  prepare  a  detailed 
action  plan  to  ensure  that  all  transportation  structures  maintained  by 
the  State  are  safe  from  collapse  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake  and  that 
vital  tranaportation  links  are  designed  to  maintain  their  function 
following  an  earthquake.  The  plan  should  include  a  priority  listing  of 
transportation  structures  which  will  be  scheduled  for  seismic  retrofit. 
The  Director  shall  transmit  this  action  plan  to  the  Governor  by  August 
31.  1990. 

3.  The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  shall  establish  a  formal 
process  whereby  the  Department  seeks  and  obtains  the  advice  of  external 
experts  in  establishing  seismic  safety  policies,  standards,  and  technical 
practices:  and  for  seismic  safety  reviews  of  plans  for    construction  or 
retrofit  of  complex  structures.    The  Director  shall  transmit  a  summary  of 
this  process  to  the  Governor  by  August  31.  1990. 

^.      The  Director  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  shall    assign    a  high 
priority     to    development    of    a    program  of  basic  and  problem-focused 
research  on  earthquake  engineering    issues,     to    include  comprehensive 
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earthquake      vulnerability    evaluations    of    iaiportant  transportation 
•tructures  and  a    program    for    placing    seismic    activity  monitoring 
instruments  on  transportation  structures.     The  Director  shall  transmit  a 
description  of  the  research  program  to  the  Governor  by  August  31,  1990. 


Local  transportation  agencies  and  districts  are  encouraged  to  review  the 
findings    and    recommendations  of  the  Board  of  Inquiry  on  the  1989  Loma 
Prieta  Earthquake  and  to  adopt  policies,  goals,  and  actions    similar  to 
those  proposed  for  Caltrans. 

The    Director    of    the    Department  of  G«neral  Services  shall  prepare  a 
detailed  action  plan  to  ensure  that  all  facilities  maintained  or  operated 
by    the    State    are    safe    from  significant  failure  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake  and  that  important  structures  are  designed  to  maintain  their 
function    following    an  earthquake.    The  plan  should  include  a  priority 
listing  of  facilities  which  will  be  scheduled  for  seismic  retrofit.  The 
plan  shall  further  propose  measures  by  which  state  agencies  constructing 
new  facilities  or  retrofitting  existing  facilities  would: 

a.      be  governed  by  the  provisions  of  a  generally    accepted  earthquake 
resistant  code  for  new  construction; 


b.      secure  structural  safety  review  and  approval  from  the  Office  of  the 
State  Architect: 


e.      seek  independent  review  of  structural  and    engineering    plans  and 
details    for  those  projects  which  employ  ney  or  unique  construction 
technologies;  and 

d.      have  independent  inspections  of  eoastruction  to    insure  compliance 
with  plans  and  specifications. 

The  Director  shall  transmit  the  plan  to  the  Governor  by  August  31.  1990. 

The    Department    of    General  Services  shall,  when  negotiating  leases  of 
facilities  for  use  by  state  employees  or  the  public,  consider  the  seismic 
condition    of    the    facilities  and  shall  initiate  leases  only  for  those 
facilities  which  demonstrate  adequate  seismic  safety. 

The  Seismic  Safety  Commission  shall  review  state  agencies'     actions  in 
response    to    this  executive  order  and  the  recommendations  of  the  final 
report  of  the  Board  of  Inquiry  and  provide  a  report  to  the    Governor  on 
the  adequacy  and  status  of  actions  taken  by  December  1.  1990. 

The    University    of  California  and  the  California  State  University  shall 
give  priority  consideration  to  seismic  safety     in    the    allocation  of 
resources     available    for    construction    projects.      The  University  of 
California  and  the  California  State  University  shall  prepare  and  transmit 
to    the    Governor    by    August  31.  1990  a  description  of  their  plana  to 
increase  seismic  safety  at  facilities  which  they  maintain  or  operate. 

^        ^     -  ni  BITKESS  BHKRZ07  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand 

and  caused  the  Great  Seal  of  the  State  of 
California  to  be  affixed  this  2nd  day  of 
June  1990. 


Governor  of  California 


ATTEST: 


Secretary  of  State 
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Minutes  of  Meeting  of 
Seismic  Safety  Commission 
November  10,  1988 


STATJ  Of  CAUfO«NIA 


GEORGE  OEUKA\£JIAN,  Gormor 


SEISMIC  SAFETY  COA\MISSION  seismic  Safety  Commission 

»00  K  S7HEET.  SUITE  100 

.cKAMEMTo.  CA  9581^18^  Minutes  Of 

(916)  322-«917  _  .  w       -  ■ 

Regular  Meeting 
November  10,  1988 
James  West  Center 
UCLA  -  Westwood 
Los  Angeles,  California  90024 


Members  Present 


Members  Absent 


Lloyd  Cluff,  Chairman 

Barbara  Cram  Riordan,  Vice  Chairman 

Hal  Bernson 

Daniel  Sberle 

John  England 

Paul  tratessa 

Wilfred  D.  Iwan 

William  Kockelman 

Robert  McCarthy 

Wilferd  Peak 

Randy  Pester 

Stanley  Scott 

Keith  Umemoto 

William  T.  Waste 


Bruce  Bolt 
LeRoy  Crandall 
Ann  Boren 

Staff  Present 

L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Brenda  Boswell 
Marc  Firestone 
Jim  Goodfellow 
Brian  Stoner 
Fred  Turner 
Ed  Hensley 
Sally  Cardenas 
Teri  DeVriend 


Z.  CALL  TO  ORDER/ ROLL  CALL 

The  fifth  regular  meeting  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
for  Fiscal  Year  1988-89  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman 
Cluff  at  9:10  a.m.  at  the  James  West  Center,  UCLA  - 
Westwood,  Los  Angeles,  California. 

II.  CHAIRMAN'S  REMARKS 

Chairman  Cluff  presented  the  Commissioners  with  a  revised 
agenda  indicating  the  name  of  each  speaker.     He  said  he 
would  reserve  his  remarks  on  the  vulnerability  of 
state-owned  buildings. 

III.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 

Mr.  Tobin  congratulated  Commissioners  Riordan,  Cortese,  and 
Alquist  on  their  reelections. 

Budget  Report 

Mr.  Tobin  said  a  summary  of  expenditures  through  the  end  of 
the  month  indicates  that  the  Commission's  spending  is  within 
its  budget.     He  said  that  the  passage  of  Proposition  98  and 


the  reinstatement  of  the  Cal  OSHA  prograin  by  the  voters  will 
create  new  demands  on  the  current  state  budget  and  on  the 
budget  for  the  next  fiscal  year.     It  is  not  clear  how  great 
the  additional  monetary  demands  will  be;  estimates  are  as 
high  as  $600  million.     He  said  that  all  state  agencies  may 
experience  reductions. 

Commission  Staff 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  staff  Deputy  Director  Peter  Stromberg 
has  announced  his  retirement  effective  November  30th.  He 
said  Mr.  Stromberg  was  one  of  the  Commission's  first 
employees,  hired  in  1975.     He  has  served  the  Commission 
well,   and  will  be  missed.     Mr.  Tobin  read  a  resolution  to  be 
presented  to  Mr.  Stromberg  and  requested  the  Commission's 
approval  of  the  resolution. 

Action:    It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Scott  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Iwan  that: 

The  resolution  be  approved. 

•Motion  carried  12-0 
(Commissioners  Bernson  and  Pestor  absent  during  voting) 

Proposal      William  Spangle  and  Associates 

Mr.  Tobin  said  William  Spangle  and  Associates,  a  planning 
. firm  in  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  has  requested  the 
Commission    to  cosponsor  a  proposal  for  a  workshop  on 
earthquake  reconstruction.     This  workshop,  to  be  held  in 
the  summer  of  1990,  would  bring  together  a  number  of 
planning  officials  from  around  the  world  whose  cities  were 
damaged  by  earthquakes  to  discuss  the  rebuilding  process. 
The  Commission  would  help  plan  the  workshops  and  select 
participants.     He  recommended  the  Commission  support 
cosponsoring  this  workshop. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  proposal  was  discussed  by  the 
Executive  Committee  Wednesday  evening.     The  committee 
believes  this  is  appropriate  activity  for  the  Commission  to 
support . 

ACTION:     It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Iwan  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Riordan  that: 

The  Commission  cosponsor  the  recovery  workshop  proposal 
by  William  Spangle  and  Associates. 

•Motion  carried 

Earthquakes 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  since  the  Commission's  October  meeting 
there  have  been  two  earthquakes .  He  said  China  was  struck 
by  an  earthquake  on  November  6th.    Approximately  1,000 
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people  have  died.     He  said  photographs  of  damaged  buildings 
indicate  a  large  nvunber  of  \inreinf orced  masonry  buildings 
collapsed.     He  said  the  Commission  staff  will  monitor  the 
situation. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  a  magnitude  4.7  earthquake  occurred  November 
9th  about  10  miles  northeast  of  San  Jose  on  the  Calversas 
fault.     No  significant  damage  or  injuries  were  reported, 
fie  said  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  believes  this  earthquake 
to  be  an  aftershock  of  the  Alum  Rock  earthquake  that 
occurred  in  June . 

Connnission  Meeting  Schedule 

Mr.  Tobin  said  the  next  three  meetings  will  be  as  follows: 

December  8  -  Anaheim — Disneyland  Hotel .     The  Commission 
will  hear  from  individuals  about  the  vulnerability  of 
State  University  System  buildings. 

January  12,   198  9  -  San  Diego — San  Diego  County 
Administration  Building. 

February  9,  198  9  -  San  Francisco — Holiday  Inn,  Van  Ness 
Avenue . 

Legislation 

•  Mr.  Tobin  said  the  staff  is  working  on  the  analysis  of 
measures  the  Commission  approved,  and  as  they  are  completed 
and  reviewed  the  staff  will  begin  seeking  support  for  the 
Commission's  legislative  program. 

IV.  APPROVAL  OF  MINUTES 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  minutes  of  the  October  meeting  will 
be  acted  on  at  the  December  meeting. 

V.  HEARING  ON  THE  SEISMIC  VULNERABILITY  OF  STATE -OWNED 
BUILDINGS 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  vulnerability  of  state-owned 
buildings  is  a  significant  topic  for  Commission 
consideration.     The  problem  of  collapse-hazard  buildings  in 
California  is  a  major  Commission  concern.     The  Commission 
sponsored  legislation  to  identify  and  help  correct  the 
unreinforced  masonry  structures,  a  class  of  structures 
everyone  agrees  is  of  concern.     Progress  has  been  made  to 
address  these  buildings.    Another  class  of  structures  to  be 
addressed  is  the  concrete  buildings,  which  are  usually 
taller  than  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  and  have  more 
occupants.    A  large  number  of  these  types  of  structures 
belong  to  the  state.     Chairman  Cluff  said  the  Commission 
hearing  will  focus  on  the  buildings  owned  and  operated  by 
the  state,  especially  those  in  the  University  of  California 
system. 
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Chairman  Cluff  said  the  hearing  will  illustrate  the  process 
of  deciding  what  level  of  safety  is  acceptable .     One  of  his 
objectives  is  to  make  sure  that  the  Commission  focuses  on 
the  process,  and  to  stimulate  positive  action  and  decisions 
to  correct  unacceptable  risks  in  buildings .     Ke  said  the 
Commission  should  help  define  the  problem,  determine  why 
the  problems  exist  and  the  likely  consequences  if  the 
problems  are  not  corrected,   and  decide  what  can  be  done  and 
how  much  it  will  cost  to  make  the  corrections .  The 
Commission  must  talk  to  those  individuals  who  are  in  a 
position  to  take  corrective  action.     The  end  result  is  to 
decide  the  level  of  risk  that  is  acceptable. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that,  looking  at  past  efforts  to 
strengthen  state-owned  buildings,  it  is  clear  that  not  a 
lot  has  been  accomplished.     Consequently,   it  could  be 
concluded  that  the  present  level  of  risk  is  acceptable .  He 
said  most  would  agree  that  this  is  not  the  case,   and  that 
those  individuals  in  responsible  positions  do  not  clearly 
understand  the  problem  and  how  it  can  be  corrected. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  test  of  acceptability  should  be  a 
process  of  considering  the  level  of  safety  that  is 
acceptable  once  the  likelihood  of  earthquakes  and  the 
consequences  are  clear.     He  said  one  must  assume  the 
earthquake  would  occur  today  and  then  consider  whether  the 
decisions  were  acceptable. 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Chancellor  Charles  E.  Young. 
Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Chancellor  Young  for  inviting  the 
Commission  to  UCLA.     He  said  the  Commission  wished  to 
assist  UCLA  and  other  campuses  of  the  university  system  in 
understanding  the  issue  of  seismic  safety  of  state-owned 
buildings,  and  to  discuss  the  problems  and  why  a  problem 
exists .     The  Commission  should  determine  what  it  can  do  to 
help  resolve  problems,  and  how  it  can  act  to  reduce  risks 
to  an  acceptable  level. 

Welcome  to  UCLA 

Chancellor  Young  welcomed  the  Commission  to  the  UCLA 
campus.     He  said  the  seismic  risk  on  the  campus  is  not 
acceptable.     He  said  they  have  been  trying  to  reduce  the 
unacceptable  risk  since  1972  with  little  success.  UCLA's 
problems  include  buildings  built,  before  1933,  a  number  of 
buildings  built  between  1933  and  1972,  and  three  faults 
close  to  the  campus.     In  1972,  UCLA  developed  a  plan  to 
improve  dangerous  buildings  to  a  level  where  they  would  not 
be  dangerous,  or  where  the  danger  was  substantially 
mitigated.    A  decision  was  made  at  that  time  that  nothing 
could  be  done  until  the  state's  total  earthquake  problem 
was  surveyed,  analyzed,  and  reviewed.     He  said  this  has 
been  going  on  since  1972. 

Chancellor  Yoxjng  said  that  in  the  meantime  UCLA  decided  to 
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deal  with  all  the  buildings  they  could  deal  with;  that  is, 
buildings  funded  by  nonstate  sources .     He  said  they  have  a 
timetable  that  will  bring  certain  buildings,   such  as  the 
student  union,  to  a  level  where  the  danger  to  inhabitants 
and  individuals  around  the  buildings  will  be  at  a  minimum. 

Chancellor  Young  said  UCLA  has  done  a  nximber  of  analyses 
over  the  years,  but  the  most  recent  and  important 
determined  what  could  be  done  to  eliminate  or  substantially 
mitigate  the  danger  to  persons  who  inhabited  the  buildings 
or  were  around  the  buildings,   even  though  the  work  might 
not  be  enough  to  save  the  buildings .     The  study  concluded 
that  they  could  do  the  kind  of  mitigation  that  would  reduce 
dangers  to  individuals,  but  not  save  buildings  to  the  point 
of  being  able  to  use  them  after  the  earthquake,  for 
substantially  less  money  than  it  would  cost  to  bring  the 
buildings  up  to  a  higher  standard.     UCLA  developed  a  plan 
to  do  this. 

Chancellor  Young  said  UCLA  proposed  to  seek  funding  from 
the  state  through  a  bond  issue  for  a  multiyear, 
multiproject  program.     This  gives  them  legislative  approval 
to  retrofit  one  building  after  another.     They  have  prepared 
a  15-year  program  to  accomplish  the  work  required.     Work  is 
scheduled  according  to  the  danger  involved.  When 
completed,  this  program  would  result  in  a  level  of  risk 
where  there  is  minimal  likelihood  of  endangering  the 
persons  inhabitating  the  buildings,   or  in  the  proximity  of 
the  buildings.     After  a  severe  earthquake  these  buildings, 
while  not  endangering  people,  probably  would  be  unusable, 
or  would  require  substantial  repairs . 

Chancellor  Young  said  UCLA  hopes  that  the  program  will  be 
included  in  the  University  of  California  building  program 
approved  by  the  Governor  and  the  Legislature  as  part  of  a 
bond-financed  program  so  the  work  does  not  compete  with 
UCLA's  academic  program  needs.     He  said  new  facilities  are 
needed  for  new  programs  on  all  of  the  campuses .     He  said 
when  seismic  safety  programs  compete  with  those  other 
needs,   quite  often  the  seismic  safety  does  not  get  funded. 
He  said  they  have  moved  forward  on  the  residence  halls, 
student  union,   student  activities  buildings,  and  parking 
structures  by  making  minor  capital  improvements  such  as 
seismic  anchoring.     He  said  they  have  invested  several 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  into  that  program  over 
several  years,   and  in  the  last  week  or  two  have  added 
sxjbstantially  more  funds  to  the  program. 

Chancellor  Young  said  UCLA  would  appreciate  the  Commission 
helping  others  understand  the  importance  of  seismic 
projects  and  helping  obtain  funds.     He  said  he  believes  the 
risk  is  one  that  cannot  be  ignored.     He  said  he  is  in  a 
difficult  position;   since  the  campus  teaching  and  research 
programs  must  be  continued,   it  is  impossible  to  abandon  the 
buildings  that  are  seismically  below  par.     As  a  result, 
they  take  the  risk.     Chancellor  Young  said  he  believes  they 


5 


should  not  have  to  take  that  risk  themselves  or  on  behalf 
of  others . 

'Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Chancellor  Young  for  his  welcoming 
comments  and  introduction  to  the  hearing. 

Tha  Survey  Reports 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that  a  survey  of  all  state  buildings 
was  prepared  by  the  firm  of  H.  J.  Degenkolb  and  Associates. 
He  said  Mr.  Tom  Wosser  of  the  firm  would  discuss  the  survey 
reports  and  provide  a  statewide  perspective. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  efforts  to  identify  hazardous  buildings 
began  after  the  1971  San  Fernando  earthquake.  The 
University  of  California  began  to  review  and  evaluate  the 
vulnerability  of  a  number  of  buildings.     The  xaniversity 
worked  with  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  in  1975  to 
establish  a  method  to  evaluate  and  classify  the  buildings 
into  categories.     At  that  time  they  decided  to  evaluate 
buildings  on  a  judgmental  basis,  and  categorized  them 
according  to  their  anticipated  performance  in  an  earthquake 
as  good,  fair,  poor,  or  very  poor.     They  believed  that  this 
type  of  evaluation  was  better  than  using  "safe"  and 
"unsafe"  categories.     In  1979,  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  established  a  procedure  to  evaluate  the  risk  of 
a  large  category  of  buildings,  to  compare  the  risk  of  one 
building  against  another,  to  estimate  the  probable 
effectiveness  of  reinforcing  those  buildings,  and  to  assign 
priorities. 

Ke  said  that  at  the  same  time  the  Degenkolb  firm,  along 
with  Mr.  Frank  McClure,  reviewed  all  of  the  University  of 
California  buildings  and  used  the  judgmental  approach  to 
categorize  them  as  good,   fair,  poor,  or  very  poor.     A  very 
short  period  of  time  was  spent  at  each  campus  evaluating 
the  buildings  after  a  visual  examination  of  each  structure 
and  a  brief  review  of  the  drawings.     Roughly  80  percent  of 
all  the  buildings  on  the  campuses  were  rated  either  fair  or 
good.     Twenty  percent  of  the  buildings  were  rated  poor  and 
very  poor  and  in  need  of  reconstruction  or  strengthening  to 
mitigate  the  hazards. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission's  rating 
methodology  was  used  in  1981  to  rate  all  state-owned 
buildings  including  the  University  of  California  buildings, 
California  State  University  System  buildings,  and  the  other 
state-owned  buildings. 

Mr.  Wosser  described  the  formula  used  to  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  reinforcement  of  seismically  hazardous 
buildings.     He  said  it  is  basically  a  benefit/cost  ratio. 
This  ratio  defines  the  nxamber  of  lives  that  might  be  saved 
(life  safety  ratio)  per  dollars  spent  in  reconstruction  and 
strengthening  of  the  buildings.     The  life  safety  ratio  is  a 
number  assigned  based  upon  past  experience,   judgment,  and 
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observations  of  losses  in  previous  earthquakes .  He 
explained  a  chart  showing  life  safety  ratios  for  different 
types  of  buildings . 

The  Equivalent  Continuous  Occupancy  represents  the  lives  at 
risk.     It  is  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  people  who  us-e 
the  building  on  a  24-hour  basis  for  365  days.  The 
"equivalent  continuous  occupancy"  is  included  in  the  second 
part  of  the  equation  since  a  decision  to  reduce  the 
occupancy  of  the  building  will  increase  safety. 

"SCF"  refers  to  a  local  seismic  factor,   a  scaling  device  to 
take  into  account  the  seismic  activity  in  a  particular 
area . 

Mr.  Wosser  said  reconstruction  costs  were  estimated  as  a 
percentage  of  replacement  costs  of  the  building.  The 
estimate  is  a  reasonable  number,  allowing  a  comparison  of 
one  building  against  another  to  create  a  prioritized  list. 
It  is  not  based  on  a  specific  reinforcement  scheme  fcr  each 
building. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  building  types  are  considered.     The  "life 
safety  ratio  goal"  represents  an  estimate  of  lives  that 
might  be  lost  in  the  building  after  it  has  been 
strengthened.     A  building  designed  for  seismic  resistance 
may  already  be  at  its  life  safety  goal.     The  life  safety 
ratio  for  a  small  wood  frame  is  two.     This  means  that  two 
lives  may  be  lost  per  10,000  people  in  this  type  of 
building.     Not  many  lives  are  saved  by  strengthening  these 
buildings.     However,  the  lives  saved  by  reconstructing 
concrete  frame  buildings,  whether  ductile  or  nonductile,  is 
considerably  higher.     He  said  that  since  the  report  was 
prepared  they  have  decided  that  the  life  safety  goal  on 
nonductile,   concrete  buildings  is  too  low,   and  should  be 
increased. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  that  in  a  recent  reevaluation  of  the 
rankings,  they  found  that  the  earlier  rankings  correspond 
well  with  the  new  information.     He  said  individual 
buildings  have  been  identified  wirhin  broad  categories . 
The  next  step  is  to  perform  limited,  but  more  detailed, 
studies  on  the  higher  risk  buildings  rated  poor  and  very 
poor,   and  buildings  wi-h  the  highest  benefit/cost  ratio. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  there  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  work  to 
bring  state-owned  buildings  to  a  life  safety  standard. 
Estimiates  in  1980  were  on  the  order  of  $500  million.  He 
recommended  focusing  on  the  most  dangerous  conditions  that 
exist . 

Mr.  Wosser  said  the  rankings  do  not  reflect  recent  thinking 
on  materials  such  as  toxic  materials  and  biochemical 
hazards  that  create  secondary  risks  to  life  safety. 

Mr.  Wosser  said  the  University  of  California  has  adopted  a 


7 


good  system  of  independent  peer  review  of  building  designs, 
including  designs  for  seismic  strengthening  of  existing 
buildings . 

Ciiairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Wosser  for  his  testimony. 

University  of  California 
Statewide  Perspectives 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  Jack  Burnett,  Director  of 
Facilities  Management  and  Construction,  Office  of  the 
President,  University  of  California. 

Mr.  Burnett  said  he  will  provide  an  overview  of  the 
University  of  California's  seismic  hazard  mitigation 
orogram.    He  said  the  1971  Sylmar  earthquake  created 
interest  in  hazard  mitigation.     In  that  same  year,  the 
Office  of  the  president  directed  University  of  California 
campuses  to  conduct  preliminary  studies  and  report  on  the 
structural  soundness  of  existing  buildings.     The  state 
budget  for  1974-75  contained  an  appropriation  of  $10 
million  for  seismic  and  other  life  safety  hazard  mitigation 
projects.    However,  only  $1.5  million  was  released  because 
the  staffs  at  the  Department  of  Finance  and  the  Legislative 
Analyst's  Office  recognized  that  the  seismic  problem  was 
statewide  and  of  much  greater  magnitude  than  previously 
thought.     They  recommended  the  remainder  of  the  $10  million 
not  be  released  until  the  statewide  problem  could  be 
studied.    Approximately  $1.5  million  was  used  to  complete 
two  seismic  projects  at  the  Santa  Barbara  campus. 

Mr.  Burnett  said  in  January  of  1975  the  Regents  adopted  a 
seismic  safety  policy  intended  to  provide  an  acceptable 
level  of  safety  for  students,  faculty,  employees,  and  the 
public  who  occupy  and  use  university  buildings  and 
facilities.     Key  points  addressed  in  the  policy  include: 

•  Establishing  responsibilities  of  university 
administrators 

•  Developing  a  program  for  abatement  of  seismic  hazards 

•  Using  a  consulting  structural  engineer  for  review 

•  Establishing  standards  for  rehabilitation  projects  and 
new  structures. 

Mr.  Burnett  said  the  University  of  California  policy 
requires  independent  review  of  each  major  capital 
improvement  project  by  a  credible  structural  engineer  well 
versed  in  seismic  engineering.     They  practice  "value 
engineering"   (project  quality  management)   on  major 
projects.    This  review  involves  architectural  and 
structural  aspects  as  well  as  cost . 

Mr.  Burnett  said  the  initial  1971  survey  looked  mostly  at 
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older  buildings,  those  that  were  suspected  of  not  being 
structurally  soxind.     The  1977  study  was  a  preliminary 
seismic  evaluation  of  the  principal  buildings  in  the 
University  of  California  system.     The  report,  completed  in 
June  1978,  reviewed  750  buildings  with  about  45  million 
square  feet  of  space.     Buildings  were  rated  according  to 
the  expected  performance  of  the  structure  during  an 
earthquake .     About  5 . 6  percent  of  the  buildings  were  rated 
very  poor,  and  14.3  percent  of  the  buildings  were  rated 
poor.     The  remainder  were  fair  and  good. 

On  August  13,  1978,  an  earthquake  caused  $3.5  million 
damage  to  several  buildings  on  the  Santa  Barbara  campus . 
The  two  buildings  strengthened  before  the  earthquake,  using 
the  $1.5  million  in  the  1974  budget,  survived  the 
earthquake  without  damage . 

Since  the  1974-75  budget  appropriation,  the  University  has 
continued  to  work  with  the  state  Department  of  Finance,  the 
Legislative  Analyst,  and  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  to 
more  clearly  identify  seismic  safety  problems  that  exist  in 
university  structures.     A  list  of  state  buildings  in 
priority  order  was  developed  by  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  in  April  1981.     He  said  26  of  the  top  50 
buildings  listed,   and  14  of  the  top  25  buildings  listed, 
were  University  of  California  structures. 

In  1981  the  Budget  Act  appropriated  funds  for  more  detailed 
engineering  and  cost  studies  of  the  first  seven  buildings 
on  that  list.     These  buildings  included  Powell  Library  and 
Moore  Hall  at  the  UCLA  campus;  South,  Wheeler,  and 
California  Halls  on  the  Berkeley  Ccimpus;  the  Undergraduate 
Sciences  Buildings  on  the  San  Diego  campus;  and  the  Soils 
and  Plant  Nutrition  building  on  the  Riverside  campus. 
These  studies  has  been  completed  and  a  request  for  project 
funding  to  correct  the  seismic  hazards  have  been  included 
in  the  annual  Regents'  budget  for  the  last  several  years. 
The  request  includes  projects  involving  seismic  structural 
corrections  only,   and  general  renovation  projects  that 
include  seismic  structural  corrections.     Since  1985-86, 
state  funds  have  been  appropriated  for  seismic  work  on 
South  Hall,  Wheeler  Hall,   and  California  Hall  at  the 
Berkeley  campus,   and  to  correct  seismic  structural 
deficiencies  in  the  main  building  at  the  observatory  at 
Mount  Hamilton.     He  said  that  after  hearing  about  the 
earthquake  last  night  near  San  Jose,  he  was  glad  the 
observatory  was  strengthened  since  the  structure  had  been 
in  poor  shape. 

Mr.  Burnett  said  funds  also  have  been  appropriated  for 
major  renovation  projects  that  include  seismic  structural 
correction  for  the  Life  Sciences  Building  at  Berkeley,  the 
Teman  Laboratory  Building  at  Santa  Cruz,   and  the  main 
hospital  tower  building  at  the  San  Diego  Medical  Center. 
The  1988-89  Regents'  capital  improvements  budget  requested 
funds  for  the  sxibsequent  phases  of  these  projects  as  well 
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as  funding  for  design  work  for  renovation  projects 
including  seismic  structural  upgrading  of  the  Undergraduate 
Sciences  Building  at  San  Diego  and  Steinhouse  Hall  at 
Irvine.     Detailed  predesign  studies  have  been  completed  for 
seismic  corrections  and  renovation  of  the  Powell  Library  at 
UCLA  and  at  the  Doe  and  Moffett  Libraries  on  the  Berkeley 
campus . 

Mr.  Burnett  said  progress  on  the  elimination  of  seismic 
hazards  in  state-funded  buildings  has  been  limited  because 
of  a  lack  of  funds.     The  University  has  continued  to  work 
on  seismic  correction  problems  in  its  nonstate-f unded 
facilities  over  the  years,  and  has  taken  upon  itself  the 
responsibility  to  correct  nonstructural  seismic  problems, 
such  as  falling  hazards,  using  the  operational  budget.  He 
said  the  University  intends  to  continue  working  diligently 
to  make  seismic  corrections.     He  said  that  a  bond  issue  of 
$350  million  would  not  come  close  to  solving  the  state's 
seismic  problem.     He  estimated  it  would  cost  in  excess  of  a 
billion  dollars  to  solve  the  state's  problem. 

Mr.  Burnett  said  the  University's  budget  requests  will 
continue  to  include  projects  for  correction  of  seismic 
deficiencies.     A  bond  issue  for  seismic  correction  would  be 
helpful  and  would  do  much  to  reduce  pressure  of  competition 
for  available  capital  funds.     The  University  supports  such 
a  bond  issue  and  is  ready  with  projects  to  move  quickly 
when  funds  become  available . 

Chairman  Cluff  asked  Mr.  Burnett -if  the  University  of 
California  would  be  willing  to  support  a  bond  measure  for 
seismic  retrofit  funding.     Mr.  Burnett  said  the  University 
would  be  willing  to  support. 

Mr.  Tobin  asked  if  the  University  of  California  would  be 
willing  to  sponsor  a  bond  measure.     Mr.  Burnett  said  he 
couldn't  speak  to  that. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Burnett  for  addressing  the 
Commission . 

Campus  Perspectives 

University  of  California,   Los  Angeles 

Chairman  Cluff  reintroduced  Chancellor  Young  and  other 
representatives  of  UCLA. 

Chancellor  Young  said  UCLA  has  been  working  for  a  number  of 
years  to  resolve  seismic  problems  on  the  campus.     It  is  a 
high  priority.     The  campus  administration  and 
representatives  of  the  Academic  Senate  are  working  toward  a 
solution. 

Chancellor  Young  said  the  Administration  and  the  Academic 
Senate  believed  an  ad  hoc  committee  should  be  established 
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to  work  on  campus  problems.     The  Committee  was  asked  to 
proceed  with  a  campus-wide  survey  of  the  buildings  to  make 
a  better  proposal  to  fund  required  improvements  including 
seismic  anchoring  and  actions  for  hazardous  materials,  to 
develop  a  comprehensive  earthquake  preparedness  plan,  and 
to  further  earthquake  planning.     As  a  result,   a  study  was 
performed  by  the  Robert  Englekirk  Consulting  Structural 
Engineers.     This  study  included  an  analysis  of  37  buildings 
previously  rated  as  poor  or  very  poor  by  the  Degenkolb 
firm. 

The  completion  of  the  Englekirk  study  allowed  the  campus  to 
develop  a  master  plan  to  implement  the  strengthening,  and 
to  determine  the  costs  involved.     Chancellor  Young 
introduced  Cynthia  Ingham  of  the  Capital  Projects  Office; 
Professor  Sam  Aroni,  a  member  of  the  School  of  Architecture 
and  Planning;  and  Tom  Sabol  of  the  Englekirk  firm. 

Ms.   Ingham  said  the  seismic  renovation  program  was 
developed  last  fall  following  completion  of  the  Englekirk 
study.     They  decided  on  an  approach  that  provides  the 
highest  degree  of  cost/benefit  and  emphasizes  life  safety. 
The  structural  frames  of  the  buildings  should  remain 
standing  during  most  earthquakes,  and  the  nonstructural 
elements  that  might  fall  onto  people  or  block  exits  would 
be  anchored.     Because  funding  was  not  forthcoming  for  this 
program  as  a  whole,  UCLA  included  seismic  renovation 
projects  as  part  of  their  capital  improvement  program. 
Projects  are  prioritized  based  on  benefit/cost  ratio,  the 
priority  of  each  building,  potential  funding  sources, 
location,  and  the  building  type.     A  UCLA  task  force  was 
established  to  expedite  projects.     She  said  they  work  for 
waivers  or  variances  of  fire  codes  and  handicap  upgrades. 
Ms.  Ingham  described  the  timeline  and  cost  for  the  projects 
in  the  master  plan. 

Mr.  Tom  Sabol  described  the  technical  support  and 
background  developed  for  the  program.     He  said  the 
objectives  of  the  study  were  to  describe  the  expected 
performance  of  buildings,   and  determine  criteria  for  the 
selection  of  buildings.     He  said  they  recommended 
cost-effective  hazard  mitigation  measures.     The  evaluation 
of  building  performance  included  three  measures:     Develop  a 
consistent  earthquake  loading  criteria;   identify  building 
structural  types;  and  identify  acceptable  building 
performance.     Mr.  Sabol  said  they  recognize  it  is  difficult 
to  strengthen  some  of  the  buildings;  thus,  they  try  to 
introduce  elements  that  will  help  keep  the  buildings  from 
collapsing . 

Professor  Aroni  discussed  the  continuing  work  of  UCLA's 
Earthquake  Safety  Committee.     He  said  the  Earthquake  Safety 
Committee  was  appointed  five  years  ago  by  Chancellor  Young 
and  the  chairman  of  the  Academic  Senate .     The  task  of  the 
committee  has  been  to  review  seismic  safety  on  the  campus, 
make  recommendations,  and  monitor  progress.     The  committee 
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has  been  expanded  to  include  representatives  of  the 
undergraduate  and  graduate  student  governments  and  staff 
assembly.     The  committee  investigated  many  things, 
including  the  possible  failure  of  an  old  earthfill  dam 
above  the  campus.     The  committee  investigated  the  available 
szudies  of  buildings,  using  the  Degenkolb  classifications 
of  good,   fair,  poor  and  very  poor.     He  said  the  campus  has 
ten  pre-1933  buildings.     One-third  of  all  buildings  on  the 
campus  are  either  poor  (9  buildings)   or  very  poor  (15 
buildings) ,   and  all  are  high  on  the  statewide  benefit/ cost 
priority  list.     These  buildings  include  about  four  million 
square  feet  of  floor  area.     He  said  that  all 
recommendations  of  the  committee  were  accepted  by 
Chancellor  Young  three  years  ago.     The  report  included  a 
study  by  outside  consultants  of  all  questionable  buildings 
to  establish  meaningful  priorities  for  upgrading  for 
maximum  life  safety.     The  committee  recommended  a  study  of 
.the  nonstructural  hazards  on  campus  and  mitigation  needs. 
They  hope  it  will  be  made  soon .     The  committee  also 
recommended  a  study  of  chemical,  biological,   radiation,  and 
fire  dangers  associated  with  earthquakes.     It  has  been 
completed,  and  recommendations  are  being  implemented.  The 
committee  also  recommended  development  of  a  comprehensive 
earthquake  preparedness  plan  that  includes  the  medical 
center  and  critical  facilities  on  campus. 

Professor  Aroni  said  the  committee's  unanimous  conclusion 
is  thaf  UCLA  is  a  campus  at  risk,  facing  a  potentially 
devastating  catastrophe  in  the  next  great  southern 
California  earthquake,  unless  energetic  measures  are  taken, 
particularly  with  respect  to  the  vulneraible  buildings.  He 
said  an  estimated  1,500  to  2,000  deaths  could  be  caused  in 
these  buildings.     Many  more  would  be  injured,  and  UCLA's 
ability  to  function  would  be  destroyed.     He  said 
approximately  $150  million  is  needed  to  strengthen  the  24 
state-owned  buildings .     He  concluded  with  four  points : 

1.  Studies  are  essential  but  unimportant.     Only  by 
implementing  the  conclusions  of  the  studies  can  safety  be 
achieved. 

2.  Three  weeks  ago  today,  UC  President  Gardner  presented  to 
the  Board  of  Regents  a  study  on  the  future  of  the  UC 
system.     By  the  year  2005   (17  years  from  now)  an 
estimated  63,000  additional  students  will  be  added  to  the 
154,000  currently  attending  the  nine  UC  campuses.  Three 
new  campuses  are  needed  within  the  next  12  years  at  a 
cost  of  $300  million  each.     Under  these  circumstances  it 
makes  sense  for  the  state  to  invest  $100  or  $150  million 
to  save  a  great  campus . 

3.  All  segments  of  the  campus  community  support  the  efforts 
of  seismic  upgrading.     Last  May's  resolutions  were 
unanimously  passed  by  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
Academic  Senate  and  the  Undergraduate  and  Graduate 
Student  Associations.     The  resolutions  called  for 
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permitting  seismic  corrections  to  proceed  expeditiously 
without  necessarily  undertaking  other  life  safety 
requirements . 

4.     He  urged  the  Commission  to  provide  its  full  vocal  and 
energetic  support  for  legislation  to  authorize  needed 
bonds  to  finance  the  seismic  upgrading  as  soon  as 
possible . 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Chancellor  Young  and  the  other  UCLA 
representatives  for  their  presentation  and  asked  Professor 
Aroni  if  UCLA  would  be  willing  to  sponsor  legislation  with 
the  Commission  in  a  supporting  role.     Professor  Aroni  said 
that  he  would  hope  that  a  whole  array  of  bodies— the  UC 
President's  Office,  and  representatives  of  other  state 
educational  system— would  sponsor  such  legislation,  which 
the  Commission  could  endorse.     He  said  the  Legislature 
recognized  earthquake  safety  problems  when  it  upgraded  the 
State  Capitol.     He  said  the  State  of  California  is  the 
owner  of  its  buildings  and  he  expressed  concern  that  a 
state  that  requires  private  owners  to  seismically  upgrade 
their  buildings  would  put  its  people,   citizens,   visitors  at 
risk.     He  said  we  should  not  have  to  have  a  catastrophe  to 
do  something.     He  quoted  figures  from  Japan  where  in  1980 
they  spent  $100  per  man,  woman,  and  child  per  year  for 
seismic  upgrading  whereas  at  the  same  time  California  was 
spending  only  65  cents  per  man,  woman,  and  child  per  year. 
He  said  he  would  gladly  sponsor  legislation,  but  is  not  in 
a  position  to  do  so. 

Commissioner  Bernson  expressed  concern  about  whether  people 
understand  the  value  to  the  people  of  California  of  state 
buildings,  and  the  impact  on  society  and  the  economy  if 
educational  facilities  are  lost.     He  suggested  that  this  be 
explored  and  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Legislature. 
He  said  that  while  life  safety  is  a  primary  concern  there 
is  a  tremendous  secondary  concern. 

Professor  Aroni  said  he  agreed  with  Commissioner  Bernson, 
but  noted  it  is  difficult  to  put  actual  numbers  on  the 
impact  on  society  and  the  economy. 

University  of  California,  Berkeley 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  Gene  Cross,  a  representative 
of  the  Berkeley  campus. 

Mr.  Cross  said  the  first  studies  were  done  in  the  early 
1970s.  In  1574  work  on  51  buildings  was  estimated  to  cost 
about  $120  million.     In  197  9  the  Degenkolb  firm  evaluated 
162  buildings  and  developed  a  cost/benefit  ratio 
classification.     Of  the  162  buildings  surveyed,   40  percent 
(66)  were  rated  good,  40  percent   (63)  were  rated  fair,  11 
percent   (19)  were  rated  poor,   and  9  percent   (14)  were  rated 
very  poor.     Three  of  the  very  poor  are  under  construction. 
South  Hall  is  complete.  Wheeler  Hall  under  construction 
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with  a  completion  date  of  June  1989,   and  work  on  California 
Hall  should  be  completed  in  a  couple  of  years.     Mr.  Cross 
said  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  making  improvements  in  all 
162  buildings  would  be  in  the  $150  to  $200  million  range. 

Mr.  Cross  said  new  buildings  are  constructed  to  the 
state-of-the-art  at  the  time  of  construction,  but  become 
obsolete  quickly  with  new  seismic  knowledge  and  with  the 
development  of  new  building  codes .     He  said  the  campus  has 
a  Seismic  Review  Board  that  reviews  all  major  projects  to 
ensure  they  are  being  constructed  in  accordance  with 
current  knowledge  and  codes .     He  said  the  campus  has  a 
can5)us  emergency  disaster  response  plan  which  is  organized 
so  the  entire  campus  can  respond  to  needs  as  they  arise. 
Since  fault  zones  run  adjacent  to  and  through  the  campus, 
it  would  be  affected  significantly  in  the  event  of  a  major 
earthquake  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Cross  said  more  funding  is  needed  to  accomplish  studies 
and  renovation.     A  more  in-depth  classification  of  the 
buildings  would  allow  limited  funds  to  be  used 
strategically  on  buildings  with  the  greatest  risk.     He  said 
there  are  secondary  matters  such  as  asbestos,  PCBs, 
chemicals,  and  nuclear  materials  to  be  considered  in 
seismic  renovation.     Seismic  renovation  cannot  be  done 
without  running  into  asbestos  in  almost  any  building. 
Asbestos  abatement  can  cost  millions  of  dollars  in  a 
building . 

He  expressed  concern  over  employee  relations  and  union • 
problems  when  seismic  projects  move  employees  to  other  . 
inferior  buildings,  or  expose  employees  to  asbestos. 

Mr.  Cross  said  the  university  would  support  bonds  in 
concept,  as  long  as  it  would  not  be  in  lieu  of  other 
funding  needs  on  the  campuses.     He  said  the  programmatic 
needs  on  the  campus  are  to  serve  the  community  by  teaching, 
doing  research,  and  providing  public  service.     He  said  if 
all  their  funds  were  spent  on  making  buildings  safe,  they 
wouldn't  be  able  to  provide  programs.     He  said  with  the 
limited  resources  they  have,   funds  need  to  be  allocated 
equitably . 

Mr.  Cross  said  the  various  revenue  sources  have  tradeoffs, 
but  they  would  consider  supporting  the  concept  of  bonds;  he 
would  have  to  confer  with  the  Chancellor  to  see  if  the 
campus  would  sponsor  a  bond  proposal.     In  answer  to 
questions  regarding  the  possibility  of  funding  seismic 
retrofit  with  private  donations,  he  said  that  after  30 
years  experience  in  facilities  management  amd  construction 
in  higher  education,  his  opinion  is  that  it  is  very 
difficult  to  solicit  private  donations  from  individuals  and 
groups  for  infrastructure-type  projects. 

Mr.  Cross  said  UC  Berkeley  is  doing  everything  it  can 
within  the  budgetary  limits  and  competing  priorities  set 
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after  comprehensive  and  ongoing  reviews  of  the  total  campus 
needs .     He  said  there  is  a  program  to  raise  funds  for 
strengthening  of  fee-supported  buildings,  but  the  extent 
and  timing  depends  on  funding  availability. 

In  response  to  Commissioner  Iwan's  question  regarding 
Berkeley's  need  for  further  studies  and  the  extent  to 
which  faculty  members  are  involved,  Mr.  Cross  said  the 
Seismic  Review  Board  performs  formal  studies  and  gives 
advice,  guidance,  and  direction.  The  board  raises 
questions,  but  professional  consultants  are  engaged  to 
ensure  the  questions  are  addressed. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  UC  Berkeley  campus  is  unique  in 
that  it  sits  directly  astride  the  Hayward  fault,  with  the 
Memorial  Stadium  and  other  buildings  are  directly  on  the 
fault.     The  stadium  is  slowly  being  sheared  by  creep.  He 
said  the  US  Geological  Survey's  recent  report  indicates 
there  is  a  50  percent  chance  of  a  large  earthquake 
including  the  Hayward  fault.     This  high  probability  of  a 
major  earthquake  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  should  cause 
the  Berkeley  campus  to  place  a  higher  priority  on  those 
buildings  judged  seismically  unacceptable.     Mr.  Cross 
agreed.     He  said  the  campus  did  a  full  evaluation  of  the 
need,   and  requested  and  received  funds  for  impr ovemen-c s  to 
three  of  the  buildings  rated  highest  on  the  benefit  cost 
ratio  analysis  priority  list.     He  said  they  will  ask  for 
funds  to  work  on  the  next  three  buildings  on  the  list .  He 
said  when  those  funds  are  allocated  the  work  will  be 
accomplished. 

Commissioner  Bernson  asked  if  consideration  has  been  given 
to  the  impact  of  an  earthquake  and  the  effect  it  would  have 
on  their  aibility  to  carry  out  teaching  and  research 
programs.     He  said  the  loss  of  use  of  buildings  and 
equipment  rhat  could  have  been  avoided  by  making  seismic 
repairs  could  have  a  disastrous  impact.     Mr.  Cross  answered 
that  they  would  survey  the  situation,   evaluate  it,  and  make 
the  best  prudent  decisions  possible  given  the  resources  and 
circumstances.     He  said  they  are  doing  everything  they  can 
with  the  resources  the  state  provides,   and  with 
knowledgeable  people  to  review  the  process .     He  said  ■chey 
stay  on  top  of  it  on  an  annual  basis,  and  allocate  funds  in 
the  best  possible  way  they  can  to  meet  all  of  their  needs. 

Chairman  Cluff  stated  that  it  is  known  that  a  big 
earthquake  will  occur  soon.     Mr.  Cross  said  that  if  he 
could  be  told  what  the  result  of  the  forthcoming  earthquake 
would  be  on  their  campus,  he  could  provide  a  very 
distinctive,   objective  answer  of  what  UC  Berkeley  would  do. 
He  said  they  have  plans  and  people  to  respond,  people  to 
evaluate  the  plans,  and  priority  lists  of  their  needs,  and 
they  are  addressing  the  items  on  the  priority  lists  in  the 
best  way  they  know  how  to.     He  said  when  they  get  the 
resources,  they  will  respond  to  the  greatest  needs 
identified. 
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In  response  to  questions  regarding,  whether  Berkeley  has  a 
master  plan  similar  t.o  the  UCLA  plan,  Mr.  Cross  said  uhey 
use  the  Degenkolb  study,  which  was  updated  in  November  of 
1979.     It  lists  Berkeley's  162  buildings  in  priority  order 
according  to  the  benefit  cosz  ratio.     The  buildings  az  the 
top  of  the  list  are  South  Hall   (completed)  ,  Wheeler  Hall 
(under  construction) ,  and  California  Hall   (soon  to  be  under 
design  and  construction)  .     The  next  buildings  in  priority 
order  are  Harmon  and  Hearst  Gymnasiums  and  the  Hearst 
Mining  Building.     He  said  the  building  at  the  top  of  the 
list  was  listed  as  an  art  gallery,  but  in  fact  it  is  an  old 
building  used  principally  for  storage.     Nothing  has  been 
done  to  this  building  since  it  is  not  occupied  or  used  to 
any  significance.     He  said  the  fifth  building  on  the  list, 
the  Greek  Theater,  has  been  bypassed  because  of  its 
infrequent  use  and  open  plan. 

Mr.  Cross  said  Berkeley  has  its  vulnerable  buildings,  both 
state  and  auxiliary.     Seismic  needs  have  been  identified  in 
priority  order,   and  zhe  campus  is  seeking  funds.     He  said 
the  buildings  are  nor  scheduled  for  renovation  since  the 
schedule  will  depend  on  when  funding  becomes  available. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Cross  for  addressing  the 
Commission . 

University  of  California,  San  Francisco 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Ms.  Robin  Jones,  Director  of  • 
Capital  Planning. 

Ms.  Jones  said  that  the  San  Francisco  campus  is  six  miles 
from  the  San  Andreas  fault,   on  a  hill  in  an  area  thought 
likely  to  experience  only  moderate  shaking.     She  said  while 
it  is  not  considered  the  most  hazardous  area  in  San 
Francisco,  iz  is  an  area  where  there  are  serious  concerns. 

Ms.  Jones  said  they  use  money  from  their  general  fund  for 
seismic  safety  projects.     In  1986  the  campus  hired  a 
consultant  zo  update  and  review  the  work  done  by  the 
Degenkolb  firm;  no  changes  were  made  except  for  adding 
properties  acquired  by  lease  or  acquisition  to  the  list. 
Of  75  buildings,   4  are  rated  poor,  and  none  are  rated  very 
poor.     Of  the  4  poor  buildings,  2  are  very  small 
residential    structures.     They  presently  are  unoccupied  and 
will  be  seismically  improved  before  being  returned  to 
residential  use.     They  have  funds  to  improve  one  of  the 
buildings  in  the  fair /poor  category.     The  old  unreinf orced. 
masonry  university  hospital  building,  no  longer  used  as  a 
hospital,  is  of  primary  concern.     It  was  built  in  1917  and 
is  about  1*7,000  square  feet.     They  would  like  to  improve 
the  building  seismically,  but  the  long-range  plan  calls  for 
demolition.     They  have  not  planned  seismic  repairs. 

Ms.  Jones  said  that  future  capital  improvements  have  a 
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space  ceiling  mandated  by  the  Legislature  that  prohibits 
additional  buildings  on  the  Parnassus  campus .  Their 
expansion  program  is  carried  out  through  leases  and 
acquisitions  in  other  parts  of  San  Francisco,  University 
policy  now  requires  potential  lessors  to  address  the 
seismic  safety  of  the  buildings  before  a  lease  can  be 
signed . 

Ms .  Jones  said  emergency  planning  is  viewed  as  necessary 
for  the  campus  to  assist  the  greater  community,  San 
Francisco's  greatest  problems  are  not  at  the  university, 
but  in  the  Tenderloin  and  Chinatown  where  the  poorest  and 
non-English  speaking  populations  reside,  and  where  the 
buildings  are  largely  unreinf orced  masonry. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Ms.  Jones  for  her  presentation. 

University  of  California,  Irvine 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  David  Newman,  Associate  Vice 
Chancellor , 

Mr.  Newman  said  the  Irvine  campus  is  a  new  campus,  less 
than  25  years  old,   and  does  not  have  the  same  problems  as 
cider  campuses.     According  to  the  Degenkolb  study  there  are 
some  problems.     He  said  the  campus  owns  the  University  of 
California  Ir\''ine  Medical  Center,  the  former  Orange  County 
Medical  Center.     They  have  been  able  to  renovate  and 
replace  a  n\jinber  of  buildings  at  that  site,  and  continue  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  Newman  said  the  campus  has  a  consulting  structural 
engineer,  and  that  he  is  the  campus  architect.     The  campus 
has  carried  out  independent  review  of  new  and  renovation 
projects  for  more  than  three  years. 

Mr.  Newman  said  they  have  reduced  the  activity  levels  in 
buildings  identified  as  having  a  very  poor  rating.  They 
are  completing  studies  on  buildings  identified  as  poor  and 
very  poor.  They  will  correct  problems  as  fimding  becomes 
available  and  have  established  priorities  in  concert  with 
their  major  capital  development  program.     He  said  they  will 
develop,  within  their  own  capabilities,  the  funding  to 
c-rrect  problems  in  nonst ate- funded  buildings.  Mr.  Newman 
said  the  campus  would  cooperate  and  support  efforts  of  the 
Office  of  the  President  to  acquire  additional  state  funds. 

Mr.  Newman  said  they  have  developed  policies  through  their 
Environmental  Health  and  Safety  Office  to  address  concerns 
such  as  securing  bookshelves,   cabinets,  laboratory 
shelving,  etc.     In  some  cases  they  have  convinced  the 
departments  to  devote  resources  to  upgrading  their  areas 
ahead  of  schedule. 

Mr.  Newman  said  they  coordinate  their  seismic  information 
vizh  their  emergency  preparedness  plan,  both  on  the  campus 
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and  at  the  medical  center.     They  hold  disaster  drills 
related  to  potential  for  a  major  seismic  event.     Drills  are 
a  common  occurrence  for  the  medical  center .     As  the 
comprehensive  care  center  for  Orange  County,  drills  are  a 
requirement  of  the  Joint  Council  on  American  Hospital 
Accreditation . 

Mr.  Newman  said  the  1978  Degenkolb  study  indicated  there 
were  12  buildings  on  the  campus  and  4  buildings  at  the 
medical  center  in  the  poor  or  very  poor  categories .  He 
said  they  immediately  retained  consulting  engineers  to 
review  the  buildings  in  more  depth.     It  was  determined  that 
two  of  the  buildings  on  campus,  previously  rated  as  poor, 
were  actually  fair.     Of  the  14  remaining  buildings,  three 
were  demolished,  and  two,  the  Student  Health  Center  and 
Major  Dining  Commons   (nonstate-funded  buildings) ,  have  been 
renovated.     The  use  of  a  building  at  the  medical  center  has 
been  reduced  since  the  building  is  scheduled  for  demolition 
upon  completion  of  a  replacement  structure.     The  use  of 
Crawford  Hall  has  been  reduced  pending  further  study.  He 
said  they  are  considering  a  source  of  state  funds  or  a 
student  fee  initiative  to  mitigate  the  seismic  concerns  and 
provide  disabled  access  at  Crawford  Hall.     Steinhouse  Hall 
will  have  full  seismic  upgrading  completed  with  state 
funds.     Of  the  five  buildings  left,  a  study  is  being  done 
on  the  Student  Commons.   Improvements  are  being  made  on 
several  buildings  in  the  Fine  Arts  Village.     One  building 
in  the  humanities  area  has  seismic  problems.     They  intend 
to  renovate  that  building  along  with  an  addition. 

Mr.  Newman  said  that  while  they  have  fewer  problems  and 
fewer  buildings  to  deal  with  than  other  campuses,  they  have 
addressed  every  building.     He  said  additional  state  funding 
is  needed  to  complete  the  remaining  five  buildings .  UC 
Irvine  will  support  a  proposal  put  forward  by  the  Office  of 
the  President. 

Mr.  Newman  stressed  the  value  of  communications.     He  said 
the  public  often  rethinks  about  seismic  issues  only  after 
an  earthquake.     He  said  the  Commission  represents  a  major 
point  of  communication  with  the  public,   and  can  establish  a 
dialog  between  the  various  state-owned  user  groups.     It  is 
important  to  share  ideas .     He  said  UC  Irvine  welcomes  and 
encourages  the  continuation  of  a  dialog  with  the  Commission 
and  looks  forward  to  sharing  ideas  on  an  ongoing  basis. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Newman  for  his  comments. 

University  of  California,   San  Diego 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  Boone  Hellman,  Assistant  Vice 
Chancellor  for  the  Office  of  Facilities,  Design  and 
Construction  at  UC  San  Diego. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  UC  San  Diego  is  a  young  campus.     Most  of 
the  structures  were  built  in  the  mid-60s  or  more  recently. 
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Some  buildings,   such  as  the  UCSD  Medical  Center  which  was 
the  former    county  hospital  that  were  acquired  as  the 
university  developed,  do  have  problems . 

Mr.  Hellman  said  that  buildings,  mostly  the  academic 
facilities,  constructed  by  state  funds  are  considered  state 
owned.     Funds  for  work  on  these  buildings  is  sought  through 
the  Office  of  the  President.     Seismic  enhancement  of 
nonstate  buildings  is  the  responsibility  of  an  auxiliary 
enterprise,  but  the  campus  has  responsibility  to  assist  and 
to  help  identify  funds  and  make  sure  the . enterprise  is 
aware  of  the  needed  work. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  they  have  five  facilities  that  fell  into 
the  very  poor  category,  three  of  which  are  being  corrected. 
One  state-owned  building  and  one  nonstate-owned  building 
remain  to  be  addressed.     Twenty-two  buildings  fall  into  the 
poor  cat-egory. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  that  when  the  medical  center  was 
purchased,  the  state  agreed  to  improve  the  facility  from 
its  very  poor  rating.     The  hospital  exterior  will  be 
braced,   corner  columns  will  be  braced,   and  shear  panels 
will  be  added.     This  project  is  scheduled  to  go  to  bid 
March  1989. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  that  on  the  seismic  renovation  of  the 
undergraduate  sciences  building  is  underway.     This  facility 
was  identified  as  the  Number  11  project  within  the 
University  of  California  system  under  the  benefit/cost 
ratio.     It  is  currently  in  the  design  stage,  and  should  be 
our  to  bid  in  about  a  year.     The  seismic  component  of  this 
project  is  valued  at  about  $1.5  million. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  their  philosophy  is  to  take  seismic 
strengthening  into  account  when  doing  any  renovations. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  the  campus  retains  a  consulting  structural 
engineer  and  has  done  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  all  of 
the  facilities  reviewed  in  the  Degenkolb  report.     He  said 
UCSD  is  developing  a  process  to  ensure  the  facilities  are 
addressed.     The  Vice  Chancellors  have  been  advised  of  the 
facilities  having  problems  that  fall  under  rheir 
jurisdiction,  and  have  been  asked  to  find  ways  to  obtain 
funding  for  the  facilities. 

Mr.  Hellman  said  the  campus  is  looking  forward  to  helping 
the  Commission  solicit  support  for  a  bond  measure  and  to 
improving  campus  facilities. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Hellman  for  his  comments. 
Public  Comment 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  Stan  Mendes. 
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Mr.  Mendes  said  he  has  been  involved  with  earthquake 
engineering  of  buildings  since  graduation  from  CalTech  in 
1947,   and  has  had  consistent  contact  with  the  Santa  Barbara 
campus  ever  since  he  worked  on  the  first  two  permanent 
buildings.     He  said  he  was  speaking  as  a  consulting 
engineer  in  private  practice,   and  that  his  opinions  are  his 
alone.     He  said  he  is  concerned  with  falling  hazards  that 
don't  necessarily  involve  the  collapse  of  a  building. 
These  falling  hazards  may  be  inside,   at  building  entrances, 
and  along  walkways.     Unless  something  is  done  about  these 
falling  hazards,  many  people  may  die  or  needlessly  be 
injured.     He  said  a  program  should  be  developed  to  remedy 
obvious  earthquake  hazards  before  most  strengthening 
projects  are  undertaken.     He  said  correcting  falling 
hazards  usually  does  not  involve  large  amounts  of  money. 
Such  a  program  would  be  cost  effective,  smd  is  consistent 
with  the  "phased  rehabilitation"  program  as  set  forth  in 
the  university  policy  on  seismic  safety  adopted  May  17, 
1988. 

Mr.  Mendes  said  falling  hazards  can  be  identified  easily 
when  an  experienced  engineer  does  a  walk-through  inspection 
of  a  building  and  a  relatively  brief  review  of  original 
construction  drawings  and  design  calculations. 
He  said  the  performance  of  buildings  during  past  damaging 
earthquakes  has  clearly  shown  us  what  to  expect  in  the 
future . 

Mr.  Mendes  said  the  approaches  he  takes  when  he  has  a 
complex,  overwhelming  problem  is  to  work  on  the  simplest 
part  first,  then  move  on.     Addressing  falling  hazards  first 
is  a  first  phase  to  make  some  progress. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Mendes  for  his  presentation.- 
Other  State  Buildings 

Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Mr.  Michael  Bocchicchio,  the 
California  State  Architect. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  described  the  costs  of  strengthening  the 
600, OOO-sq.-ft .  state  office  building  at  350  McAllister  and 
455  Golden  Gate  Avenues,  San  Francisco.     The  costs  include 
the  preliminary  design,  $2.9  million;  the  capital  costs,  to 
be  financed  through  bonds,   $37  million  in  infrastructure 
improvements  and  $23  million  in  tenant  improvements;  and 
capital  financing  and  bond  costs,   $40.9  million.     The  cost 
of  improvements  is  $100.9  million.     The  seismic  retrofit 
portion  of  this  is  $8  million.     In  addition,  the  cost  to 
vacate  the  building  and  place  people  in  leased  space  during 
renovations  is  $39  million.     The  total  cost  of  $143  million 
over  seven  years  for  design,  construction,  and 
implementation . 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  provided  the  Commission  with  information  on 
the  State's  infrastructure  retrofit  program,  which  is 
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administered  by  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect .     He  said 
the  Department  of  General  Services  owns  and  operates  43 
office  buildings  throughout  the  state,  most  of  them  in 
densely  populated  areas .     Some  of  these  buildings  date  back 
to  1919  and  many  are  reaching  an  age  where  there  is  a  great 
amount  of  retrofit  work  required  to  bring  the  facilities  up 
to  standard.     Over  the  years  maintenance  has  been  deferred. 
Now  roofs  need  to  be  replaced,   elevators  need  maintenance 
and  upgrading,   space  must  be  reconfigured  to  meet  •cenants 
needs,   several  have  been  cited  by  the  Fire  Marshall  for 
fire  life  safety  violations,  and  other  deficiencies  need 
correcting.     Some  buildings  are  not  accessible  to  the 
handicapped,  and  asbestos  has  been  found  in  just  about 
every  one.     Most  of  the  structures  predating  1S33  are  not 
capable  of  resisting  the  seismic  loads  that  we  know  about 
today.     Most  do  not  comply  with  energy  standards. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  said  a  piecemeal  approach  to  budgeting  for 
building  repairs  has  been  taken  in  the  past.     But  since 
building  systems  are  interdependent,   they  often  were  in  a 
circular  situation  where  certain  improvements  couldn't  go 
forth  until  the  Fire  Marshall  concerns  were  addressed,  yet 
there  was  no  money  for  the  Fire  Marshall ' s  concerns .  Often 
nothing  happened.     To  resolve  this  problem,  the  State 
Architect's  office  reviewed  their  total  inventory  of  the  43 
state  office  buildings,  cataloged  all  the  known 
deficiencies,  and  prioritized  the  buildings  for  further 
study.     Infrastructure  studies  incorporated  detailed 
structural  analysis.     The  next  step  was  to  devise  a  master 
plan  for  the  retrofit  of  each  building,   seek  funding,  and 
implement  the  master  plan. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  said  they  have  accomplished  the  following: 
They  have  completed  a  list  of  prioritized  buildings  for 
study  and  have  completed  four  studies    (Oakland  office 
building,   San  Francisco  state  office  building,   and  two 
buildings  in  Sacramento) .     They  will  do  the  Los  Angeles 
state  office  building  this  year.     A  seven-year  master  plan 
has  been  completed  for  the  San  Francisco  state  office 
building,  and  they  are  seeking  legislation  for  bonds  to 
finance  the  work. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  said  that  the  in-depth  structural  studies 
indicate  that  some  of  the  buildings  have  only  10  to  12 
percent  of  the  strength  required  by  present  seismic 
standards.     He  said  there  are  materials  in  the  buildings 
which  could  be  hazardous  in  moderate  earthquake  events. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  said  that  the  work  needed  on  state-owned 
buildings  would  not  have  been  covered  by  the  Commission's 
bond  proposals  in  the  last  legislative  session. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  explained  that  undertaking  retrofitting  of 
the  state  buildings,  including  seismic  strengthening,  is  a 
costly  project.  The  least  expensive  way  to  accomplish  the 
work  is  to  move  tenants  into  leased  space,   do  the  work,  and 
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move  them  back  once  work  is  completed.     He  described  the 
cost  of  strengthening  the  San  Francisco  state  office 
building.    He  said  the  Office  of  State  Architect  is 
sponsoring  legislation  that  would  propose  the  use  of 
lease-purchase  revenue  bonds .     This  would  allow  the  state 
P\ablic  Works  Board  to  take  title  of  the  property  from 
General  Services,   lease  it  back  to  General  Services,  and 
sell  bonds.     The  bonds  would  be  paid  off  through  the  lease 
payments  that  General  Services  makes  to  the  Public  Works 
Board.     He  said  this  project  has  not  been  easy  to  get 
through.     He  said  both  houses  of  the  Legislature  turned  it 
down  last  session. 

Mr.  Bocchicchio  said  Office  of  State  Architect  needs 
support  for  legislation  to  repair  the  San  Francisco  state 
building.     He  said  it  would  be  a  crime  to  leave  this 
building  in  the  condition  it  is  in,   in  the  location  it  is 
in,  with  what  is  known  about  it. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  Mr.  Bocchicchio  for  his 
presentation . 

COMMITTEE  REPORTS 

Earthquake  Insurance  and  Recovery  Financing 
Committee 

Commissioner  Waste  said  that  Commissioner  McCarthy's  name 
was  left  off  of  the  membership  list  and  requested  his  name 
be  added. 

ACTION:    It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Iwan  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Eberle  that: 

Commissioner  McCarthy's  appointment  to  the  committee 
be  approved. 

•Motion  carried  11-0. 
(Commissioners  Bernson,  Fratessa,  and  Pestor  absent  during 
voting.)  . 

Design  Professions  Liaison  Committee 

Mr.  Tobin,  reported  for  Commissioner  Fratessa  that  two 
members  be  added:  Mr.  Frank  McClure  and  Mr.  John  Traw. 

ACTION:    It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  McCarthy  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Peak  that: 

Mr.  Frank  McClure  and  Mr.  John  Traw  be  approved  as 
members  to  the  Design  Professions  Liaison  Committee. 

•Motion  carried  11-0. 
(Commissioners  Bernson,  Fratessa,  and  Pestor  absent  during 
voting. ) 
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ADJOURN 


ACTION:    It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Iwan  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Riordan  that: 


There  being  no  more  business  before  the  Commission  that 
the  Commission  meeting  be  adjourned. 

•Motion  carried  11-0, 

(Commissioners  Bernson,  Fratessa,  and  Pestor  absent  during 
voting. ) 

The  Commission  meeting  was  adjourned  at  3:00  p.m. 

The  next  regular  meeting  of  the  Commission  will  be  December 
8,   1988  at  the  Disneyland  Hotel  in  Anaheim. 


Approved  by  the  Commission  this  8th  day  of  December,  1988. 


Executive  Secretary 


APPROVED : 


L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Executive  Director 
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Minutes  of  Meeting  of 
Seismic  Safety  Commission 
January  11,  1990 
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SEISMIC  SAFETY  COA\MISSION      .     .  ^ 
1900  K  STREET.  SUITE  100  Seiamic  Safety  Conmiiasion 

SAOiAMENTo.  CA  93814-4184  Minutes  of  Regular  Meeting 

(916)  322-4917  January  11,  1990 

Fraternity  Hall 
Capitol  Plaza  Halls,   3rd  Floor 
1025  -  9th  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 


Members  Present 


Members  Absent 


Lloyd  S.  Cluff,  Chairman 

Barbara  Craun  Riordan,  Vice  Chairman 

Bruce  A.  Bolt 

Daniel  J.  Eberle 

Paul  F.  Fratessa 

Wilfred  D.  Iwan 

William  J.  Kockelman 

James  McMullen 

Wilferd  W.  Peak 

Randy  Pestor 

Stanley  Scott 

Pat  Snyder 

Keith  Umemoto 

William  Waste 


Hal  Bernson 
LeRoy  Crandall 
Robert  E.  McCarthy 

Staff  Present 

L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Brenda  Bo swell 
Brian  Stoner 
Fred  Turner 
Jim  Goodfellow 
Ed  Hensley 
Sally  Cardenas 
Teri  De  Vriend 
Tim  Cronin 
Laura  Tolman 
Susan  Merkel 


Z. 


ROLL  CALL/CALL  TO  ORDER 


The  sixth  regular  meeting  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
for  the  1989-90  fiscal  year  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman 
Cluff  at  9:05  a.m.  in  the  Fraternity  Hall,  Capitol  Plaza 
Halls,  3rd  Floor,  1025  9th  Street,  Sacramento. 


ZZ. 


CHAIRMAN'S  REMARKS 


Chairman  Cluff  introduced  Dr.  Mauro  Cardinali  from  Italy,  a 
geologist  with  CNR  (an  organization  that  is  the  equivalent  of 
the  United  State's  National  Science  Foundation),  which  is 
involved  in  geologic  and  seismic  hazards  .assessments  and 
development  of  public  policy  In  Italy.  He  is  studying  how  the 
United  States  is  addressing  these  problems  to  obtain 
information  that  cam  be  used  in  Italy. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that  on  December  20  a  meeting  was  held  to 
address  the  process  of  setting  priorities  for  the  U.S. 
earthquake  research  program  in  California.  Another  meeting 
will  be  held  to  continue  the  discussion  on  January  15  and 
January  16,  and  the  Commission  will  again  be  represented. 


Chairman  Cluff  said  the  working  group  on  California 
earthquake  probabilities  has  received  a  charge  from  the 


National  Earthquake  Prediction  Evaluation  Council  to  update 
the  1988  report,  particularly  to  focus  on  the  San  Francisco  ■ 
Bay  Area  in  light  of  interest  in  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake. 
The  group  will  prepare  a  final  report  in  late  spring  or  early 
summer.  A  progress  report  will  be  given  at  the  National 
Earthquake  Prediction  Evaluation  Coiincil  meeting  in  Berkeley 
on  January  11  and  12  on  updated  results  of  probabilities  of 
earthquakes  in  the  Bay  Area.  Chairman  Cluff  said  these 
probabilities  have  increased  significantly  based  on 
information  from  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  additional 
scientific  knowledge  developed  since  the  initial  assessments 
were  made  in  1988. 

III.  APPROVAZ.  OF  DECEMBER  MINOTES 

Commissioner  Kockelman  requested  that  page  three,  fourth 
paragraph,  sixth  line,  be  changed  to  read     .  .  .  having  a  30 
percent  chance  of  occurring  in  the  next  30  years.  He  noted 
that  other  segments  of  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  faults 
combined  have  a  50  percent  chance...."    He  also  requested 
that  page  nine,   fourth  paragraph,   fourth  line  be  changed  to 
read  "...  situation  on  the  University  campuses." 

Commissioner  Peak  asked  that  Assemblyman  ^^Reyes"  be  changed 
to  Areias  on  page  twelve,   four  lines  from  the  bottom.  He 
requested  corrections  on  page  14  as  follows: 

AB  7x  (Keene)  be  changed  to  SB  37X  (Keene) . 

The  position  on  SB  147   (Hart),  '^Neutral,"  be  changed  to 
"Watch." ■ 

The  position  on  SB  411   (Green,  C),   '^Support,"  be  changed  to 
"Support  if  Amended." 

Chairman  Cluff  requested  that  page  one,   second  paragraph, 
third  line   (Chairman's  Remarks),  be  corrected  to  read 
"co-authored  by  Gladys  Hansen,  San  Framcisco  Archivist  and 
former  Commissioner,  ..." 

ACTION      It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Eberle  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Fratessa  that: 

The  December  minutes  be  approved  as  amended. 

•Motion  carried  12-0. 

IV.  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 

Mr.  Tobin  announced  that  the  Commission's  budget  is  still 
tight  and  will  remain  tight  vmtil  costs  related  to  the  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake  are  determined. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  the  report  required  by  Senate  Concurrent 
Resolution  58  of  1988,  which  requires  agencies  with 
responsibilities  under  the  California  Earthquake  Hazard 
Reduction  Act  to  report  annually  on  the  status,  of  their 
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activities,  was  due  January  1.  He  reminded  Commissioners  that 
in  December  he  requested  holding  off  on  submitting  the  report 
to  incorporate  changes  reflecting  information  in  the 
Governor's  budget  and  the  State-of-the-State  Speech.  Mr. 
Tobin  said  the  status  report  indicates  that  only  40  percent 
of  the  initiatives  in  California  At  Risk  are  on  schedule, 
however,  much  progress  has  been  made  since  the  Earthquake 
Hazard  Reduction  Program  has  been  in  place. 

Mr.  Tobin  requested  the  Commission's  approval  of  the  report 
which  will  be  modified  to  include  information  from  the 
Governor's  budget  and  speech.  The  report  will  then  be 
forwarded  to  the  Legislature.  He  requested  that  Commissioners 
with  comments  to  contact  the  staff  by  next  week. 

ACTION      It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Iwaui  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Riordam  that: 

The  Commission  approve  the  report  with  the  provision 
that  the  Commissioners  be  allowed  to  make  comments  which 
will  be  incorporated. 

•Motion  carried  12-0. 

(Commissioners  Pestor  and  Umemoto  absent  during  voting.) 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  the  Governor,  by  Executive  Order, 
allocated  $250,000  for  a  comprehensive  investigative  report 
of  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  The  report  would  focus  on 
pxiblic  policy  issues  for  consideration  by  state  and  local 
government  policy  makers .  It  would  be  based  on  the 
Commission' s  transcripts,  with  additional  information  from 
investigations  by  Commission  staff,  contractors >  and 
technical  reports  prepared  by  others.  The  objectives  of  the 
report  would  be  to  determine  ptiblic  policy  directions 
indicated  by  the  lessons  of  the  event,  and  make 
recommendations  to  the  state  and  local,  governments  to  improve 
seismic  safety,  and  to  identify  areas  where  additional 
studies  and  research  are  needed.  Mr.  Tobin  said  that  he  would 
like  to  bring  the  issues,   subjects  to  be  explored,  and 
lessons  to  the  Commission  for  comment.  This  report  should  be 
completed  by  the  end  of  the  year  and  forwarded  to 
decision-makers  by  January  1991. 

Commissioner  Bolt  suggested  that  the  Commission  consider 
establishing  a  special  working  group  of  the  Commission  to 
work  with  the  consultant  rather  than  using  the 'entire 
Commission  at  a  Commission  meeting. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that  the  purpose  of  preparation  of  the 
report  was  to  address  public  policy  issues  and  make 
recommendations.  He  asked  Mr.  Tobin  about  Commissioner  Bolt's 
suggestion  for  a  working  group  of  the  Commission,  to  work  with 
the  consultant.  Mr.  Tobin  said  due  to  demands  on 
Commissioners'  time  it  has  been  difficult  for  them  to  add 
additional  meetings  beyond  the  Coimnission  meeting.  He  said 
that  the  report  should  represent  the  judgment  and 
observations  of  every  commissioner.     He  said  it  would  be 
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advantageous  to  use  a  Commission  meeting  as  a  forum  to 
discuss  the  issues  that  need  to  be  fleshed  out  and  addressed 
in  the  report .  He  said  a  committee  would  limit  detailed 
involvement  to  a  few  Commissioners,  while  the  Commission 
consists  of  a  variety  of  expertise.     He  said  the  earthquake 
raised  important  questions  and  concerns  in  all  the  areas 
represented  on  the  Commission. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that  every  commissioner  should  be 
involved  in  the  review  of  the  report.  Commissioner  Iwan 
agreed  that  the  May  workshop  would  be  a  good  time  to  get  a 
concerted  effort  from  the  Commission. 

Mr.  Tobin  reiterated  that  the  staff  would  like  to  ensure  that 
each  commissioner  is  involved  in  the  report  preparation  and 
is  open  to  suggestions  on  how  best  to  assure  involvement 
whether  it  be  through  a  series  of  committees  or  create  a  new 
committee  with  volunteers  willing  to  spend  a  lot  of  time  on 
the  report. 

Commissioner  McMullen  requested  that  the  Emergency  Planning 
and  Response  Committee's  comments  be  included  in  a  detailed 
review  of  emergency  response. 

Commissioner  Bolt  said  it  is  difficult  to  develop 
recommendations  on  public  policy  during  a  formal  Commission 
meeting.     He  said  he  would  like  to  see  that  all  committees 
are  involved  to  review  their  respective  aspects  and  to  bring 
recommendations  forward.  Chairman  Cluff  suggested  that  a 
letter  be  written  to  the  Committee  chairmen  requesting  them 
to  prepare  recommendations  for  the  report. - 

Commissioner  Snyder  asked  how  Commission  staff  will  be  able 
to  ensure  that  after  action  reports  will  be  received  to 
include  issues  in  those  reports?    Mr.  Tobin  said  that  the 
Commission  staff  will  obtain  those  report.  The  ones  that  will 
be  difficult  to  obtain  will  be  those  prepared  by  private 
organizations,  but  expects  that  the  consultant  can  contact 
affected  jurisdictions. 

Commissioner  Eberle  suggested  that  a  way  to  get  the 
Commission's  committees  involved  would  be  to  send  reports  to 
the  committees  for  review  and  comment . 

It  was  the  consensus  of  the  Commission  to  include  in  the 
report  not  only  a  factual  account  of  the  earthquake,  but  that 
the  report  should  include  lessons  learned  regarding  public 
policy  issues  and  make  recommendations. 

Mr.  Tobin  provided  the  Commission  with  a  summary  of  the 
status  of  compliance  by  jurisdictions  in  Seismic  Zone  4  to 
the  Dnreinforced  Masonry  Law.  He  said  that  when  the 
Commission  met  in  December  he  reported  that  there  were  about 
30  jurisdictions  in  the  State  of  California  that  adopted 
mitigation  programs  for  their  unreinforced  masonry  buildings 
and  expected  to  see  more  jurisdictions  do  the  same  by  the  end 
of  the  year.  That  has  happened.     There  are  now  90 
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jurisdictions  that  have  completed  their  inventories  and 
adopted  a  mitigation  program.  In  addition,   65  jurisdictions 
have  reported  that  there  are  no  unreinforced  masonry 
buildings  in  their  jurisdictions.  To  date  155  of  the  366 
jurisdictions  in  Seismic  Zone  4  have  complied  with  the 
Unreinforced  Masonry  Law,  the  majority  of  which  are  in 
southern  California.  He  said  25  percent  have  completed  a 
mitigation  program,  23  percent  have  completed  their  inventory 
but  have  yet  to  adopt  a  mitigation  program,  21  percent  are 
now  working  on  inventories,  13  percent  have  not  been  heard 
from,  and  18  percent  reported  there  are  no  unreinforced 
masonry  buildings .  He  said  Senate  Bill  547  does  require  the 
Commission's  report  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  program  by 
June  30,  1990. 

Commissioner  Eberle  said  that  he  heard  from  the  San  Diego 
Planning  and  Land  Use  Department  that  they  were  told  by  the 
county  counsel  that  the  ordinance  was  subject  to  an 
environmental  impact  review.  He  asked  if  this  question  has 
come  up  in  the  past.  Mr.  Tobin  said  the  City  of  Los  Aiigeles 
did  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  their  ordinance  and 
that  the  City  of  San  Francisco  determined  they  also  need  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  costing  around  $400,000.  It  is  a 
jurisdiction  by  jurisdiction  decision. 

Commissioner  Eberle  expressed  concern  that  doing  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  delays  the  process.  Commissioner 
Pestor  said  the  adoption  of  an  ordinance  is  a  project  under 
CEQA — it  is  a  discretionary  action.  He  said  that 
jurisdictions  that  are  not  preparing  asi  Environmental  Impact 
Report  should  prepare  a  negative  declaration. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  the  Governor's  State-of-the-State  Speech 
regarding  earthquakes  was  clearly  the  most  important  policy 
statement  for  earthquake  safety  ever  made  by  a  Governor  in 
the  history  of  the  State  of  California.  The  Governor  proposed 
a  series  of  actions  that  will  help  the  Commission  carry  out 
California  At  Risk.     They  include  calling  for  a  $350  million 
General  Obligation  Bond  measure  to  strengthen  state-owned 
buildings,  site  acquisition  and  construction  of  a  southern 
California  emergency  operations  center  for  the  state, 
inspection  of  state  buildings  and  public  schools,  creation  of 
an  emergency  medical  services  medical  mutual  aid  program, 
purchasing  communications  equipment,  and  purchase  of  heavy 
rescue  equipment.  All  of  these  are  top  priority  items,  each 
one  difficult  to  carry  out,  and  most  all  of  them  are 
expensive.  The  Governor  also  amnounced  his  plan  to  establish 
a  mandatory  earthquake  insurance  program  for  all  privately 
owned  buildings .  The  policy  statement  by  the  Governor  will 
provide  for  great  advances  in  many  of  the  Commission's 
concerns.  In  addition,  the  Legislature  will  be  considering  a 
variety  of  earthquake  related  policy  measures  that  will 
provide  great  advances. 

Mr.  Tobin  announced  that  the  Commission's  workshop  is 
scheduled  for  May.  After  considerable  discussion,   it  was 
decided  that  the  staff  should  determine  a  better  date  to 
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schedule  a  two-day  workshop . 

Mr.  Tobin  announced  a  conference  by  FEMA  and  OES  on  the 
lessons  learned  from  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  will  be  held 
on  February  1,  8,  and  9  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Tobin  called  Commissioners'  attention  to  a  copy  of  a 
letter  from  the  Commission  to  Senator  Ayala  informing  him 
that  the  Commission  has  not  been  aUsle  to  obtain  funding  to 
prepare  the  model  recovery  program  required  by  the  1986 
legislation.     The  appropriation  in  the  legislation  was 
deleted  by  the  Governor,  and  the  Commission's  two  Budget 
Change  Proposals  to  fund  the  recovery  program  were  denied. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  the  issue  of  independent  review  of 
Caltrans  repair  of  damaged  freeways  is  one  the  Commission 
should  consider. 

Commissioner  Fratessa  said  there  has  been  a  lot  of  media 
coverage  indicating  that  Caltrans  will  retrofit  the 
Embarcadero  Freeway,  and  that  it  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Commission's  position  that  there  should  be  a  peer  review  of  a 
p\iblic  agency's  design  when  public  safety  is  concerned.  He 
said  retrofitting  of  a  bridge  or  overpass  structure  calls  for 
peer  review.  He  said  he  hopes  the  Commission  will  write  a 
letter  to  Caltrans  expressing  the  Commission' s  concern  and 
hope  to  see  independent  peer  review  of  the  engineering 
retrofit  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  by  structural  engineers 
expert  in  seismic  design  as  it  is  a  public  safety  issue. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  the  Commission's  policy  to  support 
independent  peer  review  of  important  structures  applied  to 
all  types  of  structures .     He  had  received  comments  suggesting 
freeway  repair  and  retrofit  designs  would  also  benefit  from 
independent  review.     Commissioner  Fratessa  added  that 
discussions  in  San  Francisco  suggested  that  the  Embarcadero 
retrofit  project  should  be  reviewed. 

ACTION      Commissioner  Fratessa  moved  and  Commissioner  Scott  seconded 
that : 

The  Commission  write  Caltrans  asking  for  an  independent 
peer  review  by  structural  engineers  expert  in  seismic 
design  of  the  Embarcadero  Freeway  retrofit  work, 

•Motion  carried  14-0. 

Mr.  Tobin  announced  that  at  the  December  Commission  meeting 
Commissioner  Kockelman  asked  about  conflict  of  interest  and 
the  staff  has  provided' a  memo  proposing  a  conflict  of 
interest  policy  for  Commission  consideration. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  said  the  importance  of  adhering  to 
strong  conflict  of  interest  policies  is  underscored  by  the 
higher  visibility  of  the  Commission  and  staff,  and  recent 
efforts  to  have  the  Commission  administer  research  grants. 
He  said  the  staff's  recommendation  that  the  Commission  should 
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avoid  the  mere  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest  that 
could  compromise  the  credibility  of  the  Commission  should  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  if  the  Commission  wishes  to  adopt  the 
staff  recommendations  it  should  be  carefully  considered  and 
included  as  an  agenda  item  for  the  next  Commission  meeting. 

ACTION      Commissioner  Kockelman  moved  and  Commissioner  Snyder  seconded 
that : 

The  Commission  adopt  the  procedural  recommendations 
on  page  3  of  the  staff's  report  under  Tab  L. 

Commissioner  Fratessa  said  he  would  like  an  opportunity  to 
consider  the  recommendations  at  a  later  date.  Commissioner 
Riordan  said  she  would  like  to  have  time  to  review  the 
proposed  language  and  consult  San  Bernardino's  own  policy. 

Commissioner  Kockelman,  with  the  agreement  of  Commissioner 
Snyder,  withdrew  the  motion  on  the  condition  that  this  issue 
be  considered  as  soon  as  possible. 

Commissioner  Iwan  said  that  the  document  refers  primarily  to 
Commissioners,  and  asked  that  if  appropriate  the  document  be 
expanded  to  include  committee  members . 

Commissioner  Waste  said  he  would  like  specific 
recommendations  for  wording  of  code  of  ethics .  He  said  the 
document  provided  is  more  of  a  general  statement.  Mr.  Tobin 
said  the  staff  would  consider  more'  specifics,  but  indicated 
that  it  is  difficult  to  describe  every  contingency  since  many 
cases  require  a  judgmental  decision  that  only  individuals  can 
make . 

Commissioner  Scott  said  he  would  like  an  opportiinity  for  a 
thorough  discussion  with  the  staff  counsel  and  perhaps  seek 
additional  legal  counsel. 

Commissioner  Dmemoto  said  the  current  state  law  should  be 
included  for  Commissioners'  reference. 

V.  UNIVERSITY  OF  CALIFORNIA  BUILDING  RETROFIT  PROGRAM 

Saying  that  he  would  like  the  Commission  to  have  a  better 
understanding  of  the  University  of  California  Building 
Retrofit  Program,  Chairman  Cluff  introduced  University 
President  David  Gardner. 

President  Gardner  said  seismic  safety  is  of  utmost  importance 
to  the  University  of  California,  and  he  is  personally 
committed  to  moving  as  expeditiously  as  possible  to  correct 
seismic  and  other  life  safety  hazards  in  University 
facilities.  He  said  he  is  also  committed  to  ensuring  the 
safety  of  staff,   faculty,  and  students,   as  well  as  the 
thousands  of  people  who  visit  the  campuses  each  year. 
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President  Gardner  said  a  recent  report  prepared  by  the 
College  of  Engineering  at  the  Berkeley  campus  indicated  that, 
the  University' s  buildings  came  through  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  without  major  damage  with  the  exception  of  some  on 
the  Santa  Cruz  campus . 

President  Gardner  said  that  he  will  be  recommending,  at  the 
regents'  meeting  next  week,  that  the  University  borrow  $50 
million  to  perform  work  needed  to  correct  the  most 
seismically  vulnerable  buildings .  The  plam  developed  will  go 
a  long  way  toward  speeding  up  corrections  of  the  University' s 
seismic  problems .     It  reasonably  allocates  the  burden  among 
interested  parties;  improves  the  level  of  preparation  for 
earthquakes;  affords  assurance  to  students,  staff,  and 
faculty  that  the  University  has  acted  responsibly  and 
expeditiously  on  this  problem;  and  permits  the  University  to 
proceed  immediately  with  corrections .  He  said  that 
considering  state  funds,  nonstate  funds  available  on  the 
campus,  and  the  funds  he  plans-  to  set  aside,  he  anticipates 
spending  about  $30  million  a  year  on  an  average  for  seismic 
improvements  for  the  University  of  California  as  a  whole, 
which  should  allow  the  University  to  improve  the  seismic 
safety  of  buildings,  especially  those  rated  poor  and  very 
poor . 

President  Gardner  introduced  Vice  President  William  Baker  and 
Assistant  Vice  President  Michael  Bocchicchio. 

Vice  President  Baker  said  the  first  seismic  correction 
project  included  in  the  University  of  California  budget 
appeared  in  1974,  following  the  San  Fernando  earthquake  of 
1971.  Of  the  $20  million  requested  at  that  time,  only  half 
was  approved  by  the  Legislature  and  only  $1.5  million  was 
actually  released  by  the  state  for  two  projects  at  the  Santa 
Barbara  campus.  Both  were  completed.  The  University  continued 
to  request  funds  each  year  to  strengthen  seismically 
substandard  facilities;  however,  no  state  funds  were  provided 
until  the  early  1980s.  In  1974  the  Legislature  established 
the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  and  in  January  of  197  5  the 
Board  of  Regents  adopted  a  policy  calling  for  acceptable 
levels  of  seismic  safety  in  University  facilities.  Each  year 
in  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s    (a  ten-year  period)  the 
Board  of  Regents  was  asked  to  approve  an  authorization  for 
the  President  to  amend  the  budget  to  include  the  highest 
priority  projects,  and  to  request  appropriate  state  funding 
should  the  state  indicate  a  willingness  to  provide  funds  for 
correction  of  seismic  deficiencies .  In  the  early  years  of 
that  period,  the  state  advised  that  it  was  not  prepared  to 
fund  such  projects  pending  completion  of  a  report  by  the 
Seismic  Safety  Commission  and  an  evaluation  of  state-owned 
buildings.  In  later  years  the  state  was  spending  relatively 
-little  capital  outlay  for  the  University  projects  or  for  the 
state  as  a  whole.  In  the  early  1980s  the  University  received 
minor  amounts  of  money  for  studies  and  planning,  and  during 
these  years  serious  consideration  was  given  to  posting  signs 
on  buildings  thought  to  be  seismically  substandard  indicating 
each  building's  relative  safety. 
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Vice  President  Baker  said  the  University  considered  posting 
signs,  but  it  was  decided  that  posting  signs  would  cause 
intolerable  disruption.  Instead  they  decided  to  focus  efforts 
on  a  strategy  they  thought  would  be  more  effective,  that  is, 
to  intensify  efforts  to  secure  funds  to  make  the  necessary 
seismic  improvements.  He  said  it  was  decided  posting  of  signs 
would  not  fix  buildings  or  address  the  problem,  and  energies 
would  better  be  expended  by  increasing  efforts  to  obtain 
state  funding. 

Vice  President  Baker  said  this  strategy  yielded  results .  In 
1985/86  the  state  appropriated  funds  for  a  specific  project 
(South  Hall  on  the  Berkeley  campus)  to  correct  seismic 
deficiencies.  He  emphasized  that  remarks  to  the  Board  of 
Regents  in  November  1989  were  not  intended  to  blame  the 
Legislature  or  anyone  else  for  the  lack  of  funding  in  the 
late  1970s  and  early  1980s.  However,   in  spite  of  determined 
efforts  the  University  had  been  unable  to  obtain  state 
funding  for  individual  seismic  safety  projects  until  the  mid- 
1980s.  Vice  President  Baker  said  in  recent  years,  the 
Governor  and  the  Legislature  have  supported  the  University 
and  are  beginning  to  address  the  broad  spectrum  of  capital 
outlay  needs,   including  seismic  and  other  life  safety 
improvements.  Since  1985  the  University  received  construction 
funding  for  seismic  corrections  to  nine  buildings .  Funds  have 
been  received  for  design  work  or  working  drawings  on  an 
additional  five  projects.  The  Fiscal  Year  1990/91  Governor's 
Budget  released  yesterday  includes  funding  for  projects 
involving  seismic  corrections :  two  each  at  Berkeley  and  Los 
Angeles,  amd  one  each  at  San  Diego,   Irvine,  Riverside,  and 
Samta  Cruz.  The  University's  five-year  capital  improvement 
plan  for  1990  through  1994/95  includes  a  total  of  eight 
projects  involving  seismic  corrections,  most  of  which  are  on 
either  the  Los  Angeles  or  Berkeley  campus. 

Vice  President  Baker  said  that  they  estimate  it  would  cost 
approximately  $260  million  beyond  the  amount  included  in  the 
University's  five-year  plan  to  complete  just  the  seismic 
corrections  on  all  state-supported  University  buildings  rated 
'^poor"  or  **very  poor." 

Vice  President  Baker  said  the  University  also  has  a  program 
of  seismic  corrections  for  buildings  that  house  activities 
not  funded  by  the  state.  This  includes  hospitals  (the 
University  has  five  teaching  hospitals) ,  student  housing, 
student  services,  organized  athletics,  and  parking.  This 
program  is  directed  by  each  campus  individually.  Work  has 
been  completed  or  is  under  way  on  half  of  the  34 
nonstate-supported  major  buildings  originally  rated  '^poor"  or 
'"very  poor."  The  greatest  concern  is  for  student  residence 
halls.  Seismic  correction  work  is  complete  on  two  residence 
halls  at  Berkeley,  one  at  Los  Angeles,  one  at  Riverside,  two 
at  San  Diego,  and  two  at  Santa  Cruz,  and  work  is  underway  on 
three  more  in  Los  Angeles.  In  response  to  questions  by  the 
commissioners  regarding  the  Berkeley  campus  efforts  to  make 
seismic  improvements,  to  facilities,  he  said  the  campus  has 
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made  significant  progress,  and  has  led  the  other  campuses. 
They  have  received  funding  to  correct  seismic  deficiencies  at 
Wheeler  Hall,  South  Hall,  and  California  Hall,  three  of  the 
highest  priority  projects  originally  identified  by  the 
Degenkolb  firm. 

The  University  of  California  recognizes  that  much  additional 
work  is  needed.   In  1989/90  the  state  provided  in  excess  of 
$200,000  to  review  the  "poor"  and  "very  poor"  buildings  on 
the  Berkeley  campus  and  then  to  determine  which  buildings 
should  be  upgraded  first .  The  remaining  funds  will  be 
allocated  to  begin  the  planning  and  engineering  studies.  The 
Governor's  1990/91  budget  proposes  $8.7  million  in 
construction  funds  for  the  Life  Sciences  Building  and  working 
drawings  for  both  the  Doe  and  Moffat  Libraries.  For  1991/92 
the  University  will  request  an  additional  $33  million  in 
construction  funds  to  improve  the  seismic  safety  of  the  two 
library  buildings .  In  addition,  they  have  already  determined 
the  need  to  immediately  allocate  funds  to  upgrade  University 
Hall,  which  will  soon  be  a  Berkeley  campus  building  since  the 
President's  Office  has  moved  to  Oakland. 

Vice  President  Baker  discussed  the  damage  caused  by  the 
October  17,   1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  on  the  University's 
campuses  at  San  Francisco,  Berkeley,  and  Santa  Cruz.  The 
University's  buildings  at  San  Francisco  and  Berkeley  suffered 
only  minor  structural  damage;  at  Santa  Cruz  there  was  major 
structural  damage.  Estimates  of  the  total  damage  are  still 
being  refined,  but  at  present  it  appears  to  be  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $25  million  for  all  three  campuses.  In 
addition,  the  University  community  suffered  a  tragic  loss  of 
life  in  the  collapse  of  the  Cypress  viaduct  when  one  of  the 
San  Francisco  campus  commuter  vans  was  crushed,  killing  five 
people,  four  of  whom  were  employees,  and  critically  injuring 
three  others.  There  were  no  injuries  among  personnel, 
patients,  or  visitors  on  the  campus  property  of  the  San 
Francisco  campus .  All  buildings  at  the  San  Francisco  campus 
have  been  inspected,  and  no  major  structural  damage  was 
found.  All  buildings  were  determined  safe  for  occupancy. 
Laboratories  lost  glassware,  particularly  where  there  were 
open  shelving  and  bench  work  areas.   In  general,   items  fell 
over,   light  fixtures  were  damaged,   equipment  was  damaged, 
books  and  files  were  strewn  about .  No  animals  were  lost  at 
any  site.  There  was  damage  in  the  library  at  the  San 
Francisco  campus  due  to  shelving  pulling  away  from  the  walls, 
and  a  fire  sprinkler  water  line  that  broke  in  the  Center  for 
Educational  Development  caused  severe  water  damage.  The 
University's  environmental  health  and  safety  technologists 
completed  a  room-by-room  check  of  sxibstances  spilled  or 
exposed,  and  despite  some  spills  of  hazardous  substances, 
nearly  all  labs  were  back  in  operation  by  October  19. 

The  Santa  Cruz  campus  experienced  a  few  minor  injuries,  but 
no  casualties  and  no  building  collapses .  The  Santa  Cruz 
campus  had  one  instance  of  serious  structural  damage  to  the 
Natural  Sciences  Unit  2  Project.  Many  of  the  connections 
between  the  building' s  horizontal  beams  and  its  vertical 


Seismic  Safety  Commission 


10 


January  11,  1990 


members  showed  stress,  and  there  was  a  possibility  of  the 
building  collapsing  from  an  aftershock  approaching  the 
earthquake's  initial  magnitude.  This  structure  has  now  been 
temporarily  reinforced  with  heavy  timbers  and  a  permanent 
solution  is  under  design.  There  was  widespread  loss  of 
equipment  and  other  nonstructural  damage . 

At  the  Berkeley  campus  there  were  no  injuries  or  major 
structural  damage .  There  was  a  fair  amount  of  minor  damage 
including  some  gas  and  water  leaks,  material  falling  from 
shelves,  and  glassware  breakage.  No  structural  damage  or 
injuries  were  reported  at  either  the  Lawrence  Berkeley  Lab  or 
Lawrence  Livermore  Lab. 

Vice  President  Baker  provided  the  Commission  with  information 
on  current  legislation.  He  said  the  University  is  on  record 
as  supporting  SB  1250   (Torres)   which,   if  amended  as  currently 
proposed,  would  authorize  $175  million  in  general  obligation 
bonds  to  be  used  for  the  seismic  retrofitting  of  University 
buildings.  He  said  his  staff  has  been  working  closely  with 
Commission  staff  not  only  to  develop  needed  amendments  to  SB 
1250,  but  also  to  provide  supporting  data. 

In  making  seismic  corrections  to  buildings,  the  University 
has  encountered  some  special  planning  issues.  A  project  to 
strengthen  the  major  central  library  at  the  Los  Angeles 
campus,  Powell  Library,  which  is  one  of  the  projects  in  the 
Governor's  1990/91  budget,   illustrates  the  point  regarding 
the  difficulty  the  University  experiences  in  undertaking 
seismic  work.  He  said  the  reason  the  University  began  a  major 
capital  project  for  the  Powell  Library  was  to  address  seismic 
deficiencies  identified  in  the  Degenkolb  study.  The  seismic 
structural  corrections  are  estimated  to  cost  about  $11 
million;  however,  doing  that  amount  of  work  in  the  building 
triggered  a  legal  requirement  to  bring  the  building  up  to 
current  fire  and  building  code  requirements,   adding  another 
$17  million  to  the  cost  of  the  project.  Given  the  amount  of 
seismic  and  other  code  work  being  done  on  the  building,  which 
will  have  to  be  evacuated  to  do  the  work,   it  is  cost 
effective  to  do  other  needed  improvements  at  the  same  time  to 
ensure  that  the  building  will  be  fully  functional  well  into 
the  next  century.  These  improvements  plus  other  factors,  such 
as  temporary  relocation  expenses  of  the  library  bring  the 
total  cost  of  the  project  to  $36  million,   of  which  only  $11 
million   (less  than  a  third)   can  be  attributed  to  seismic 
problems.  There  are  very  few  "stand-alone"  seismic  projects; 
almost  all  of  them  require  lots  of  other  work.  The  University 
is  supporting  SB  1250,  but  a  bond  limited  to  seismic 
correction  presents  some  difficulty  because  nearly  all  the 
University' s  buildings  have  other  code  and  programmatic 
problems  that  would  not  be  funded  by  SB  1250.  Nonetheless, 
the  University  has  very  strong  views  on  the  importance  of 
seismic  corrections  and  will  continue  to  support  the  current 
legislation.  He  said  he  is  a  licensed  civil  engineer  and  has 
been  personally  involved  with  the  University  program  since 
1964.     He  said  he  has  been  working  for  nearly  20  years  to  get 
the  problems  resolved,   and  will  continue,  to  diligently  work 


Seismic  Safety  Commission 


January  11,  1990 


towards  resolution. 


Vice  President  Baker  described  the  University's  plan  of 
action.  The  University  is  aggressively  pursuing  a  number  of 
options  to  improve  the  seismic  safety  of  facilities .  In 
November,   President  Gardner  presented  the  regents  with  a  six- 
point  plan  to  enable  the  University  to  respond  effectively  to 
the  October  17,   198  9,   Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  the  issue  of 
seismic  safety  in  general. 

1.  Each  chancellor  is  now  reviewing  the  adequacy  of 
earthquake  and  disaster  plans  on  his/her  campus.  These 
plans  will  be  strengthened  as  needed. 

2.  They  are  studying  the  effect  of  the  Loma  Prieta 
earthquake  to  learn  how  to  be  better  prepared  for  the 
next  earthquake . 

3.  They  will  continue  to  aggressively  pursue  state  funding 
for  seismic  safety  corrections. 

4.  The  University  has  established  a  "strike  force"  to 
identify  and  study  the  seismic  conditions  of  its  most 
vulnerable  buildings . 

5.  The  University  will  examine  buildings  rated  *^poor"  and 
*^very  poor"  and  prepare  an  immediate  plan  for  corrective 
action . 

6.  The  University  will  seek  to  borrow  up  to  $50  million  to 
perform  the  work  needed  to  correct  deficiencies  on  its 
most  vulnerable  buildings  where  the  work  can  be  done 
without  major  costs  for  renovations.  Borrowing  $50 
million  will  permit  the  University  to  address  the  most 
severe  problems  immediately. 

He  said  this  strategy  will  allow  the  University  to  move 
forward  more  quickly.  The  University  has  done  a  lot  but  still 
has  more  to  do . 

Vice  President  Baker  asked  Assistant  Vice  President 
Bocchicchio  to  comment  on  the  strike  force  that  is  the  fourth 
point  of  the  president's  plan. 

Assistant  Vice  President  Bocchicchio  said  that  during  the 
short  time  since  President  Gardner  presented  the  regents  with 
his  six-point  plan,   substantial  progress  has  been  made  in 
implementing  the  strike  force  effort.  He  provided  the 
Commission  with  a  status  report. 

The  first  element  of  the  strike  force  program  now  under  way 
deals  with,  the  nonstructural  elements  of  buildings,   such  as 
falling  and  sliding  hazards .  Historically  a  lot  has  been  done 
in  this  area,  but  whenever  there  is  a  change  to  a  building  or 
new  tenants  there  is  a  need  to  look  at  the  nonstructural 
hazards  again,   so  it  is  an  ongoing  effort.  Each  campus  has' 
prepared  and  submitted  to  the  President's  Office  a  list  of 
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nonstructural  hazard  mitigation  items  that  can  be 
accomplished  quickly.  These  lists  have  been  prepared  by 
structural  engineering  consultants  and  inhouse  campus 
personnel,  and  include  such  items  as  anchoring  of  utilities, 
fixtures,  equipment,  and  other  elements  to  the  walls  and  the 
structure  to  eliminate  both  interior  and  exterior  falling, 
sliding  and  rupturing  hazards.  A  lot  of  the  damage  from  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake  described  by  Vice  President  Baker  was 
from  nonstructural  hazards.  Currently  these  lists,  together 
with  conceptual  cost  estimates,  are  being  evaluated  by  staff, 
and  it  is  the  University's  intention  to  allocate  funds  for 
this  work  as  quickly  as  possible. 

The  second  major  element  of  the  strike  force  effort  deals 
with  those  particular  buildings  rated  '^very  poor"  and 
selected  ^^poor"  buildings  that  can  be  seismically  retrofitted 
without  major  or  comprehensive  renovations.  During  the  first 
meeting  with  campus  administrators  it  became  clear  that  there 
was  one  building  where  this  element  was  in  place  —  University 
Hall  on  the  Berkeley  campus .  Funds  have  already  been 
allocated  to  proceed  with  that  project,   engineers  have  been 
commissioned  by  the  campus,   and  design  work  is  proceeding. 
Construction  is  scheduled  for  mid-year.  During  the  first 
meeting  of  the  campus  administrators  it  was  decided  that 
there  were  some  "very  poor"  projects  that  might  go  forward 
under  the  program,  and  there  were  some  "very  poor"  structures 
that  required  further  study  to  determine  if  those  structures 
did  meet  the  narrow  criterion  for  the  program.  Accordingly, 
the  Office  of  the  President  allocated  architectural  and 
engineering  funds  for  twelve  buildings  throughout  the  system. 
These  conceptual  plans  for  seismic  renovation  work  together 
with  conceptual  cost  estimates  for  candidate  buildings  are 
being  subtnitted  to  the  Office  of  the  President  this  week. 
Funding  decisions  will  be  made  as  quickly  as  possible  to 
proceed  with  the  work.  State  funding  will  be  sought  for  major 
projects,  and  each  campus  is  in  the  process  of  preparing  a 
report  on  each  of  the  "very  poor"  buildings  included  in  the 
Degenkolb  list  to  indicate  the  current  status  of  those 
facilities  so  that  funding  plans  can  be  developed  and 
progress  tracked  for  the  more  vulnerable  buildings  in  the 
system. 

In  summary.  Assistant  Vice  President  Bocchicchio  said  the 
progress  made  in  the  last  month  has  resulted  in  a  great  deal 
of  information  being  compiled.  The  information  will  be 
analyzed,  and  they  expect  to  allocate  funds  as  "quickly  as 
possible  to  begin  mitigation  work.  He  said  they  are 
proceeding  with  the  program  with  a  sense  of  urgency,  and  this 
plan  will  help  to  expedite  the  correction  of  the  University's 
seismic  deficiencies. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  President  Gardner  for  the  information 
provided.  He  asked  how  the  Commission  could  help  the 
University  to  move  in  a  more  aggressive  manner.  Vice 
President  Baker  said  the  Commission  should  continue  with  the 
efforts  it  has  been  doing.  He  said  the  University  has  had 
good  relations  with  Mr.  Tobin  and  works  with  him  frequently; 
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this  cooperative  working  effort  is  most  helpful  and  should  be 
continued.  President  Gardner  said  it  is  crucial  that  the 
Commission  continue  to  keep  the  issue  of  seismic  safety  on 
the  campuses  in  the  eye  of  the  people  of  California,  as  it  is 
the  Commission' s  responsibility  to  deal  with  seismic  safety 
issues  and  it  is  able  to  do  so  with  a  single-mindedness  than 
others  who  have  a  broader  scope  of  concerns  and  have 
difficulty  in  achieving.  It  helps  the  University  as  it 
attempts  to  request  funding  to  correct  seismic  hazards  if 
those  they  work  with  —  senators,  assemblymen,   and  Department 
of  Finance  staff  —  are  aware  of  the  problems  of  seismic 
safety  issues. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  why  only  $1.5  million  of  the  $10 
million  was  released  in  1974/75  when  the  $10  million  was 
approved  by  the  Legislature  and  the  Governor?    Vice  President 
Baker  said  the  University  acted  quickly  following  the  San 
Fernando  earthquake.  The  University  went  to  the  Legislature 
with  their  budget  request  for  $20  million  to  address  the 
problem,  but  because  there  wasn't  sufficient  information  on 
specific  projects  only  $10  million  was  included  in  the  budget 
act.  The  University  immediately  addressed  the  two  projects 
they  had  the  best  information  on,   and  two  small  projects  at 
Santa  Barbara.  Then  in  mid-budget  year,   the  Legislative 
Analyst  recommended  that,   since  seismic  issues  weren't  just  a 
University  of  California  problem,  but  a  statewide  problem, 
the  University  shouldn't  be  the  only  entity  receiving  money 
for  seismic  repairs,   since  maybe  the  University's  buildings 
weren't  the  ones  that  need  to  be  corrected  first. 
Consequently,  the  Legislative  Analyst  said  the  Legislature 
should  put  a  hold. on  the  remaining  funds  until  it  was 
understood  what  the  statewide  problem  was  so  they  would  know 
where  the  priorities  were  and  could  determine  where  best  to 
put  the  money,   and  the  rest  of  the  $10  million  allocation  was 
withdrawn.  Another  year  elapsed  and  then  the  Commission  was 
established  and  it  developed  a  statewide  list .  Every  year  the 
University  has  requested  funding  but  never  received  it 
because  the  Legislature  was  always  waiting  for  the  problem  to 
be  resolved  as  a  statewide  issue  rather  than  a  University  of 
California  issue. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  if  the  Legislative  Analyst's 
questioning  of  the  remainder  of  the  $10  million  allocation 
was  the  reason  the  University  did  not  receive  funding?  Vice 
President  Baker  said,  *'yes". 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  how  many  buildings  are  involved  in 
the  retrofit  program  financed  by  the  $50  million  the 
University  is  planning  to  borrow?    Assistant  Vice  President 
Bocchicchio  said  the  campuses  are  now  submitting  requests  for 
buildings  they  believe  are  their  highest  priorities  in  the 
"very  poor"  category,  plus  some  selected  poor  buildings.  The 
University  doesn't  know  yet  how  far  the  $50  million  will  go 
towards  retrofit  until  all  requests  are  in  and  reviewed.  He 
said  the  reports  are  being  submitted  this  week. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  what  percentage  of  the  total 
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capital  budget  for  the  University  is  represented  by  the  $50 
million?     Vice  President  Baker  said  the  state-funded  capital 
budget  for  the  current  year  is  just  under  $200  million,  next 
year  the  Governor's  budget  will  be  about  $225  million. 
Including  other  budgets,   such  as  gift-funded  projects, 
student  housing  projects,  parking  projects,  and  nonstate- 
funded  hospital  projects,  the  total  capital  budget  is  about 
$500  million. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  how  many  years  would  it  take  to 
retrofit  all  the  buildings  with  the  $30  million  a  year  the 
President  indicated  would  be  available  in  future  years. 
President  Gardner  clarified  that  the  University  is  spending 
more  on  seismic  than  the  $50  million  from  the  loan.  President 
Gardner  said  the  $50  million  the  University  is  borrowing  will 
not  all  be  spent  in  the  current  fiscal  year  or  even  in  the 
next  fiscal  year;  it  will  be  spent  as  fast  as  it  can  be 
allocated.  He  said  this  is  not  all  they  are  spending  for 
seismic.  Quite  a  bit  of  money  is  also  being  spent  on  nonstate 
funded  buildings  for  seismic.  Vice  President  Baker  said  the 
$30  million  would  be  what  the  University  expects  the  state- 
funded  portion  to  be.  He  said  the  timeline  will  depend  on 
availability  of  money  and  logistics .  He  explained  that  not 
all  projects  can  be  completed  at  once  as  buildings  need  to  be 
evacuated  and  people  placed  in  other  locations  for  work  to  be 
performed.  He  said  it  is  not  unreasonable  or  unrealistic  to 
expect  that  within  a  ten-year  period  the  University  should  be 
cLble  to  accomplish  completion  of  seismic  retrofit  of  its 
buildings . 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  about  the  use  of  general  obligation 
bonds  provided  by  Senate  Bill  1250.  Assijming  it  passes  and 
the  voters  approve  it,  he  asked  whether  the  University  would 
still  commit  to  going  after  $30  million  a  year  in  addition  to 
the  bond,  or  choose  to  not  seek  the  $30  million.  Vice 
President  Baker  said  he  cannot  answer  that  as  he  doesn't  know 
how  their  portion  of  the  bond  issue  will  be  allocated  and  for 
which  projects.  He  said  one  of  the  problems  the  University 
has  is  that  there  are  other  problems  that  arise  when  a 
building  is  seismically  retrofitted  and  strengthened.  Without 
knowing  how  the  bond  proceeds  might  be  allocated  it  is 
difficult  to  determine  if  the  University  would  elect  not  to 
seek  the  $30  million.  He  said  that  if  the  bond  proceeds  were 
dedicated  solely  to  seismic  corrections,  then  the  University 
would  need  the  $30  million  in  its  budget  to  take  care  of  the 
other  work.  President  Gardner  said  that  the  $30* million  would 
accelerate  the  University's  efforts  as  it  arranges  the 
funding  packages  to  take  advantage  of  the  funding. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  if  there  is  information  on  the 
total  value  of  the  buildings  rated  "poor"  and  "very  poor?" 
Vice  President  Baker  said  he  did  not  have  that  information, 
nor  information  on  the  value  of  the  buildings'  contents. 

Commissioner  Pestor  asked  if  the  University  would  seek 
federal  matching  funds?     Vice  President  Baker  said  efforts  to 
do  so  are  already  underway. 
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Commissioner  Iwan  thanked  President  Gardner,  Vice  President 
Baker,   and  Assistant  Vice  President  Bocchicchio  for 
addressing  the  Commission  and  for  conveying  a  different  level 
of  concern  and  action  of  the  problem  than  has  been  given  the 
Commission  in  previous  meetings.  He  asked  how  long  will  it 
take  to  retrofit  the  buildings  presently  rated  "poor"  and 
"very  poor"  with  the  present  plans  now  in  place?    He  asked  if 
he  heard  correctly  that  it  would  take  ten  years  to  spend  the 
$50  million  dollars  borrowed  for  seismic  work.  Vice  President 
Baker  said  the  total  cost  of  modifying  *^poor"  and  "very  poor" 
buildings  for  seismic  repairs  alone  is  probably  $300  million, 
and  maybe  more.  They  believe  the  cost  is  $2  60  million  beyond 
that  in  the  five  year  capital  outlay  plan.  Total  cost  is 
probably  two  to  three  times  that  amount  because  of  complying 
with  fire  and  other  code  work.  They  intend  to  spend  the  $50 
million  over  the  next  year  or  two  to  address  those  buildings 
that  can  be  done  immediately,   and  to  press  for  state  funding 
and  other  funding  to  accomplish  the  other  buildings .  He  said 
that  after  a  five-year  period  the  University  should  be  a  long 
way  toward  completing  work  on  seismically  deficient 
buildings,  but  because  some  projects  are  so  big  and 
complicated  it  isn't  realistic  to  think  they  can  accomplish 
work  on  all  of  them  in  five  years . 

President  Gardner  said  the  instructions  given  to  the 
chancellors  are  that  nonstate  funded  buildings  are  to  be 
fixed,  that  user  fees  are  to  be  increased  to  provide  the 
funding,   or,   if  reserve  funds  are  available,  to  tap  into 
them;  the  only  impediment  to  completing  work  is  not  money,  as 
user  and  student  fees  will  be  adjusted  accordingly,  but  how 
quickly  a  building  can  be  vacated  and  repaired.  The  work  will 
be  accomplished  as  quickly  as  is  physically  possible.  With 
respect  to  the  $50  million,  he  said  he  would  rather  not 
borrow  the  money  as  the  University  will  have  to  pay  interest 
on  it;  however,   it  has  to  be  paid  to  accomplish  the  needed 
work.  The  $50  million  will  be  paid  back  from  a  portion  of  the 
fee  earned  for  managing  three  national  laboratories  for  the 
United  States  Department  of  Energy.  The  University  has  used 
about  $4  to  $5  million  each  year  of  these  funds  in  the  past 
for  minor  capital  projects  not  funded  by  the  state.  Rather 
than  spending  $4  to  $5  million  a  year  for  ten  to  fifteen 
years  to  accomplish  the  work,   the  University  will  borrow  the 
money  to  accomplish  the  work  in  the  next  one  to  three  years. 
On  the  nonstate  projects,  the  University  has  half  of  those 
rated  "poor"  and  "very  poor"  complete  or  underway,  and  plans 
for  the  rest  of  them  are  underway.  His  hope  is  that  most  will 
be  done  within  a  three-year  period,  and  probably  all 
completed  in  a  four-  to  five-year  period.  The  University  is 
moving  more  quickly  with  these  because  they  have  more  control 
over  funding . 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  about  the  time  frame  for  completing 
buildings  where  a  plan  is  in  place?  Vice  President  Baker  said 
the  nonstate  projects  should  be  finished  within  a  three-  to 
five-year  period.  The  state  projects  will  probably  take  ten 
years;  he  said  he  is  being  realistic  with  this  time  frame  as 


Seismic  Safety  Commission 


16 


January  11,  1990 


he  has  been  fighting  this  issue  for  20  years  and  doesn't  want 
to  say  it  can  be  done  in  a  couple  of  years  when  he  knows  it 
is  not  realistic  to  assume  the  funding  of  the  magnitude 
needed  will  come  forward.  He  said  they  are  making  it  a  high 
priority;  much  of  the  work  is  already  done,  and  a  substantial 
portion  will  be  done  within  a  five-year  period,   and  all  of  it 
within  a  ten-year  period. 

Commissioner  Bolt  commented  that  he  is  pleased  to  see 
President  Gardner  take  action  to  correct  seismic  deficiencies 
by  taking  out  a  loan  and  by  the  appointment  of  Michael 
Bocchicchio  to  the  office  of  Assistant  Vice  President  of  the 
University.  He  said  he  looks  forward  to  attention  being  given 
to  the  problem  of  seismic  issues.  He  said  the  Commission's 
list  is  used  by  many  people  for  many  reasons,   even  though  it 
was  meant  to  be  a  first  cut  at  an  effort  to  prioritize 
buildings  statewide;  however,  people  are  using  it  to  make 
many  important  decisions  beyond  what  it  was  meant  to  be  used 
for.  He  said  Berkeley  is  beginning  to  ask  whether  the  rating 
formula  should  be  changed  to  better  determine  priorities  for 
doing  the  work  and  spending  money . 

Commissioner  Umemoto  said  that  Senator  Alquist  appreciates 
the  University's  presence  at  the  Commission  meeting  and  the 
University's  emphasis  toward  retrofitting  the  University  of 
California  buildings  systemwide.  He  said  Senator  Alquist  has 
been  instrumental  in  pursuing  seismic  safety  for  all 
structures  in  California. 

Commissioner  Snyder  asked  if  the  Commission  could  receive  a 
copy  of  the  University's  short-range  plan  and  long-range 
plans  with  dollar  figures  and  projects  allocated.  President 
Gardner  said  he  would  send  those  plans  to  the  Commission. 

Commissioner  Umemoto  asked  when  was  the  last  time  the 
Legislature  deleted  budgetary  requests  for  seismic 
retrofitting,  and  when  was  the  last  time  the  Legislature 
reduced  a  budgetary  request  for  a  specific  seismic  retrofit 
project?     Vice  President  Baker  said  the  Legislature  hasn't 
reduced  a  specific  project.   In  1974/75  the  Public  Works 
Board,   under  instruction  by  the  Department  of  Finance,  and 
maybe  the  Legislative  Joint  Budget  Committee,  wouldn't 
release  appropriated  money.  The  Legislature  didn't  take 
legislative  action,   it  took  an  administrative  action  not  to 
release  the  money.  Subsequently,   the  University  couldn't  get 
money  in  the  Governor's  budget  because  of  the  history  and 
policies  taken  in  terms  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission. 
Under  Governor  Brown,  who  acted  to  establish  the  Commission, 
the  University  was  unsuccessful  even  though  they  tried  every 
year  to  get  funding  in  the  Governor's  budget.  The  University 
also  attempted  to  get  some  projects  added  by  augmentation  but 
wasn-' t  successful. 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  who  is  responsible  for  identifying 
hazardous  structures,  budgeting  for  their  retrofit,  and 
taking  interim  action.  President  Gardner  said  it  is  the 
responsibility  of  each  chancellor  to  identify  the  capital 
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needs  of  his  or  her  campus,   which  includes  the  seismic 
requirements.  He  said  his  office  receives  the  recommendations 
of  the  chancellors,  and  he  has  the  job  of  fitting  those  needs 
into  a  package  that  stands  some  reasonable  chance  of  being 
favorably  considered  by  the  Legislature  and  the  Governor.  He 
does  not  reorder  the  campus  priorities . 

Commissioner  Pestor  commented,   referencing  the  Commission's 
efforts  to  track  how  local  governments  are  complying  with 
Senate  Bill  547,  that  if  the  state  is  going  to  hold  private 
building  owners  to  a  high  standard  then  the  state's  public 
buildings  should  be  held  to  a  similar  high  standard.  He  said 
that  at  its  last  meeting  the  Commission  discussed  whether  to 
ask  the  University  to  post  signs  on  seismically  deficient 
buildings.     Commissioner  Pestor  said  that  while  he  agrees 
that  signs  do  not  fix  buildings,  he  does  believe  that  in  the 
interim  it  is  helpful  for  students  to  know  whether  they  are 
entering  a  building  that  is  potentially  hazardous.  He 
suggested  that  signs  could  include  instructions  about  what  to 
do  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake.  He  said  Assemblyman  Hayden 
intends  to  amend  Assembly  Bill  1826  to  require  posting  signs. 
He  asked  what  the  University's  feelings  were  about  placing  of 
signs  on  all  hazardous  state  buildings? 

President  Gardner  said  he  and  the  University  are  not 
insensitive  to  the  concerns  and  needs  for  seismic  safety.  He 
said  he  has  a  daughter  at  Berkeley,  as  does  one  of  the 
Commissioners.  He  and  his  staff  spend  a  lot  of  time  on  the 
campuses  and  their  colleagues  work  on  the  campuses.  He  asked, 
what  is  a  student  to  do  when  confronted  with  a  posted 
building?    He  said  less  than  10  percent  of  the  University's 
space  is  classroom  space.  The  rest  of  it  is  laboratories, 
clinical  space,   computer  facilities,   libraries,  and  so  forth. 
At  Berkeley  the  main  library,  the  Doe  Library,  and  at  Los 
Angeles,   the  Powell  Library,  both  need  seismic  strengthening. 
A  student  really  doesn't  have  the  discretion  whether  to  go  in 
or  not  go  in.   If  a.  student  has  an  assignment  in  a  computer 
lab  that  is  where  he/she  has  to  go  to  complete  the 
assignment.  If  a  student  is  to  participate  in  clinical 
activities  or  in  activities  of  one  kind  or  another,  they  have 
to  go  into  the  University  buildings .  He  expressed  concern 
that  the  University  not  deal  artificially  with  seismic 
issues,   or  deal  with  it  in  such  a  fashion  that  they  create 
more  problems  than  can  be  solved,   which  he  believes  posting 
would  do . 

President  Gardner  said  the  suggestion  that  information  be 
available  to  help  people  react  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake, 
such  as  to  where  the  exits  are  and  where  it  is  safe  to  stand, 
similar  to  what  is  done  for  fire  safety,   is  something  the 
University  should  consider.  He  said  to  post  buildings  seems 
to  be  ill  advised,  unwise,   and  fundamentally  unhelpful.  He 
said  that  if  he  understood  the  discussion  in  the  Commission's 
minutes  from  the  December  meeting,   the  University  of 
California  was  being  singled  out  for  posting,   which  seems  odd 
as  their  buildings  didn't  collapse  on  October  17  —  the 
freeway  and  bridge  collapsed.   If  the  Commission  is  suggesting 
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to  the  University  of  California  and  only  the  University  of 
California  to  post  its  buildings,  then  it  seems  to  single  out 
an  institution  that  is  doing  as  much  as  any  other  in  the 
state,   as  though  somehow  they  are  doing  less.   It  conveys  an 
impression  that  is  both  inaccurate  and  unfair.   If  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  State  of  California  to  post  every  freeway, 
every  bridge,   every  state-owned  facility,  every  school,  every 
University,   and  include  the  private  sector  as  well,  then 
posting  is  another  matter.     He  said  he  does  have  problems 
with  the  University  of  California  being  singled  out,  which 
conveys  an  impression  of  special  concern  and  discomfort  with 
the  University  of  California  that  is  not  consistent  with  the 
facts . 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  whether  during  the  ten-year  period 
there  are  any  interim  steps,  other  than  posting,  that  would 
be  reasonable  and  viable  for  the  University  to  consider 
taking?     He  expressed  concern  that  with  the  high  likelihood 
of  the  occurrence  of  an  earthquake,   ten  years  is  a  long  time. 
He  further  asked  what  is  being  done  to  upgrade  the  "poor"  and 
**very  poor"  list  to  include  those  buildings  that  could  fall 
into  one  of  those  two  categories  based  on  more  recent 
information  cd)out  the  behavior  and  performance  of  buildings? 
Vice  President  Baker  said  that  should  SB  1250  be  put  on  the 
ballot  and  passed  by  the  voters,  the  retrofit  work  would  be 
accelerated.  He  said  he  assumes  SB  1250  is  only  the  first  of 
several  bond  issues  because  the  problems  are  a  lot  bigger 
than  what  SB  1250  addresses,  so  should  funding  come  forward 
from  general  obligation  bonds  to  correct  seismic  problems  it 
will  help  to  quicken  seismic  corrections .   In  the  interim  the 
University  is  doing  a  number  of  things.     Each  campus  is 
developing  a  preparedness  plan,   reviewing  and  improving 
existing  preparedness  plans,  and  addressing  education.  He 
said  the  University  is  reviewing  all  of  their  buildings  to 
make  certain  that  buildings  are  rated  properly. 

President  Gardner  commented  that  he  will  determine  how  to 
make  optimal  use  of  available-  resources.     For  example,  they 
must  determine  whether  funding  should  be  allocated  to 
seismically  retrofit  a  few  buildings  up  to  100  percent,  or 
seismically  retrofit  a  large  number  of  buildings  up  to  80 
percent . 

Commissioner  Waste  said  he  believes  the  University  was  being 
singled  out  for  posting  signs.  He  said  that  a  representative 
of  the  Berkeley  campus  addressed  the  Commission  and  said  that 
program  needs  were  going  to  go  ahead  of  public  safety  and 
that  if  the  Commission  would  help  to  get  money  then  they 
would  try  to  find  a  place  in  the  program  for  seismic  work. 
When  hearing  these  kind  of  remarks  the  Commission  became 
concerned.  He  commented  that  President  Gardner's  willingness 
to  address  the_ Commission  to  discuss  the  problem  and  explain 
their  aggressive,  high-priority  program  goes  a  long  way  to 
solving  the  Commission's  concerns.  The  Commission's  ultimate 
concern  is  to  save  as  many  people  as  possible  when  a  big 
event  occurs . 
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President  Gardner  said  he  regretted  that  the  Commission  heard 
what  the  Commission  believed  was  a  representation  by  the 
University  of  California  and  its  viewpoint.  He  said  he  was 
especially  welcoming  today' s  opportunity  to  address  the 
Commission  to  state  the  University  of  California's  position 
on  seismic  issues.  He  said  seismic  safety  is  a  common 
responsibility  and  purpose  that  gathers  all  of  us  together 
today  as  we  all  have  the  same  objective.  The  University  and 
the  Commission  have  to  continue  to  maintain  lines  of 
communication,  benefiting  from  one  another' s  experience  and 
reinforcing  one  another's  efforts  to  try  and  obtain  resources 
to  move  forward. 

Commissioner  Peak  asked  if  the  University  is  aware  of 
Assembly  Bill  1826   (Hayden)   and  asked  for  comments.  Vice 
President  Baker  said  he  read  the  bill  before  the  Commission 
meeting  and  asked  his  staff  to  work  with  Assemblyman  Hayden' s 
staff  in  suggesting  some  corrections .  He  said  there  are  a 
number  of  technical  errors  in  the  bill  that  can  be  corrected. 
The  University  can  comply  with  the  bill's  proposed  time  line, 
which  is  to  have  buildings  rendered  in  a  reasonably  safe 
condition  by  the  year  2000,  providing  funding  is  forthcoming. 
The  bill  singles  out  only  a  portion  of  state  government; 
their  view  is  that  if  buildings  are  going  to  be  posted,  then 
one  segment  of  state  government  should  not  be  singled  out  — 
all  state  buildings  should  be  posted.  He  said  posting 
buildings  is  a  concern  for  the  University  in  that  it  could 
cause  more  problems  than  it  produces  solutions.  He  said  these 
points  of  view  will  be  provided  to  Assemblyman  Hayden' s  staff 
and  the  University  will  work  with  Mr.  Tobin  as  the  bill  moves 
along. 

Commissioner  Umemoto  said  that  Senate  Bill  5X,   introduced  in 
the  Special  Session,  deals  with  posting  of  all  high  occupancy 
buildings,  not  just  the  University  of  California  buildings. 
Commissioner  Umemoto  asked  how  much  of  the  $30  million  the 
University  plans  to  spend  annually  for  the  next  ten  years  how 
much  would  be  allocated  for  seismic  retrofitting  only? 
President  Gardner  said  the  $30  million  is  the  seismic 
retrofit  portion.  He  asked  that  even  though  the  University's 
preference  is  to  not  have  posting,   if  posting  would  be  a 
vehicle  to  encourage  students,   faculty,   and  staff  to  pursue 
means  to  assist  the  University  in  its  lobbying  efforts. 
President  Gardner  said  there  are  ways  to  encourage  faculty, 
staff,  and  students  to  help  other  than  by  posting  buildings; 
it  is  not  necessary  to  post  buildings  to  encourage  their 
cooperation . 

President  Gardner  suggested  that  while  the  Commission  may 
call  many  people  from  the  University  of  California  system  to 
address  them,   it  should  contact  him  and  he  will  ensure  that 
the  correct  person,  a  person  knowledgeable  about  the  issues, 
will  be  sent  to  address  the  Commission  at  future  meetings. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  said  that  on  two  occasions  the 
Commission  invited  the  President  and  chancellors  to  share 
their  concerns,   and  on  two  occasions  the  University  sent  Mr. 
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Gene  Cross.  He  said  that  while  the  Commission  has  since  found 
out  that  he  doesn't  represent  the  University,   he's  not  so 
sure  this  situation  was  an  isolated  case  in  the  system.  He 
said  he  sent  a  letter  as  a  concerned  citizen,   not  as  a  member 
of  the  Commission,  to  one  of  the  chancellors  asking  if 
something  could  be  done  for  seismically  poor  buildings;  such 
as  posting  them.  He  didn't  get  an  answer  to  the  question  but 
a  vice  chancellor  did  answer  the  letter  and  said. that  they 
were  very  fortunate  that  no  people  on  their  campus  were 
injured.  He  said  he  sent  a  copy  of  his  letter  to  all  the 
members  of  the  Board  of  Regents  and  two  responded,  one  who 
said  the  University  is  taking  all  the  precautions  that  were 
suggested  by  his  letter,  even  though  the  letter  included 
posting  buildings.  That  is  obviously  not  true,  as  from  the 
discussion  today  the  University  doesn't  want  to  post  its 
buildings .  Another  response  was  from  a  person  who  is  Chairman 
of  the  Academic  Senate  for  the  University  system;  he  said  the 
Berkeley  students  tend  to  feel  that  the  payoff  in  their 
educational  experience  is  worth  the  risk  of  an  earthquake.  He 
said  he  is  still  personally  not  comfortable  as  he  doesn't 
know  what  the  long-term  commitment  from  people  in  charge  will 
be.  President  Gardner  answered  that  one  can  ask  any  number  of 
people  a  question  and  get  as  many  answers.  He  said  Vice 
President  Baker,  Assistant  Vice  President  Bocchicchio,  and 
himself  are  responsible  for  recommending  policy  decisions  to 
the  regents  and  are  responsible  for  implementing  them.  He 
said  he  holds  the  chancellors  responsible  for  this  and  he 
allocates  the  money. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  said  that  according  to  Vice  President 
Baker,  putting  up  warning  signs  would  cause  an  intolerable 
disruption,  but  said  he  can't  imagine  that  being  any  greater 
than  vacating  buildings  to  strengthen  them.  He  said  the 
knowledge  of  danger  is  what  disrupts  people  and  not  the 
signs.  He  asked  if  there  are  any  studies  the  University  has 
done  indicating  warning  signs  would  cause  an  intolerable 
disruption  on  campus.  Vice  President  Baker  said  that  while  he 
does  not  have  a  social  science  background,   it  is  his  view 
that  posting  signs  would  cause  an  intolerable  situation. 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  issue  of  posting  is  one  that  applies 
to  everything  and  the  Commission  needs  to  better  understand 
the  implications  of  legal  liability.  He  said  further  input  is 
needed  from  the  University,   the  Structural  Engineers 
Association,  and  a  number  of  other  people,   and  that  the 
Commission  staff  could  act  as  a  clearinghouse  t'o  help 
recommend  how  the  Commission  looks  at  this  in  policy  some 
time  in  the  future.  Today's  discussion  has  helped  to  clarify 
the  issue  and  has  been  helpful. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  said  that  one  of  the  advantages  of 
posting  is  that  the  parents,   students,   donors,   and  the 
visitors  will  be  informed  and  provide  some  support  in  the 
Legislature,  or  a  donor  might  decide  to  donate  funds  towards 
seismic  strengthening  of  buildings. 

Mr.  Tobin  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  for  the  University  to 
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thoroughly  consider  the  issue  of  posting  and  return  with  more 
detail  or  an  analysis  of  what  issues  are  raised  by  posting  as 
it  affects  public  buildings,   and  some  of  the  pros  and  cons. 
He  suggested  that  organizations  or  groups  within  the 
University  could  work  on  this  issue  in  a  multidisciplinary 
way,   and  provide  advice  for  the  Commission,   the  University, 
and  the  state.  President  Gardner  said  that  the  term  "posting" 
may  be  interpreted  differently.  He  said  when  he  uses  the 
term,   it  is  possible  he  is  using  it  differently  from  the  way 
a  commissioner  or  the  Commission  may  interpret  it.  He  said  it 
would  be  very  helpful  to  the  University  if  the  concerns  of 
the  Commission  were  elaborated  so  that  what  the  Commission 
has  in  mind  is  correctly  comprehended.  He  said  he  interpreted 
posting  as  a  big  sign  on  the  Doe  Library  at  Berkeley,  **This 
Building  is  Seismically  Unsafe.  Enter  at  Your  Own  Peril." 
Some  students  will  opt  to  enter  the  building  and  others  will 
refuse  to  enter.  He  said  this  is  not  very  helpful.  The 
student  can't  do  anything  about  it.  He  said  that  if  the 
Commission  has  in  mind  discovering  ways  and  means  of 
communicating  to  the  people  who  use  the  facilities  how  to 
behave  if  there  is  an  earthquake  or  how  to  seek  safety  if 
they  are  threatened  under  these  conditions,  then  what  can  be 
done  should  be  explored.   If  the  Commission  decides  to  pursue 
the  matter  further,  the  University  would  welcome  an 
opportunity  to  enter  into  conversation  with  the  Commission 
staff  so  that  some  reasonable  outcome  can  be  realized.  Mr. 
Tobin  said  the  Commission's  aim  is  to  have  buildings 
strengthened  and  to  help  people  cope  more  effectively  with 
earthquakes  when  they  do  occur  with  whatever  risks  exist  at 
that  time,  and  not  to  make  them  more  insecure. 

Mr.  Tobin  asked  if  the  University  policy  precludes 
intensifying  the  use  of  buildings  in  precarious  locations? 
President  Gardner  said  the  University  holds  the  chancellors 
responsible  for  the  use  of  their  facilities.  He  said  he  can't 
think  of  an  example  where  the  use  of  a  questionable  building 
has  been  intensified,   that  the  opposite  has  been  true.  On  a 
number  of  campuses,   such  as  Riverside,   Berkeley  and  Davis, 
many  buildings  that  have  been  converted  to  storage  rather 
than  facilities  that  would  be  occupied  heavily  by  people. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  asked  about  the  1982  $4  million  donor 
financed  addition  to  the  stadium  on  the  Berkeley  campus, 
which  lies  on  the  Hayward  fault.  He  said  he  was  advised  that 
the  University' s  consultants  warned  quite  strongly  that  that 
was  not  the  place  to  put  new  offices  and  that  Che 
University's  policy  at  that  time  was  that  it  would  not  build 
new  construction  over  an  active  fault,   and  the  Hayward  fault 
is  an  active  fault  with  movement  of  three-eighths  of  the  inch 
every  year.  From  a  personal  standpoint  he  doesn't  understand 
the  University's  inconsistencies.  Vice  President  Baker  said 
he  is  not  familiar  with  the  report  nor  the  recommendation  of 
the  engineers.  He  said  his  recollection  is  that  the  campus 
decided  to  make  improvements  from  a  donor's  generous  gift. 

ACTION      It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Pestor  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  Kockelman  that: 
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The  Commission  staff  identify  alternative  methods  of 
posting  potentially  unsafe  state  buildings  and 
facilities,   including  information  and  diagrams  of  what 
to  do  in  the  event  of  an  earthquake,  and  to  present 
those  alternatives  at  the  February  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  meeting. 

Commissioner  Fratessa  said  that  the  Commission  has  just 
identified  all  the  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  in  the 
State  of  California.  He  suggested  that  if  the  Commission  is 
going  to  ask  for  posting  of  state  buildings,  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  other  classification  of  buildings, 
unreinforced  masonry,  that  would  be  considered  ^^very  poor" 
under  University  policy. 

Commissioner  Pestor  said  he  is  not  singling  out  the 
University  of  California.  His  motion  emphasizes  all  state 
buildings  and  facilities.  He  said  that  if  Commissioner 
Fratessa  would  like  to  amend  the  motion  to  include 
unreinforced  masonry  buildings,  he  is  agreeable.  Commissioner 
Fratessa  said  he  would  like  unreinforced  masonry  buildings 
included.  Commissioner  Kockelman,   who  seconded  the  motion, 
agreed  to  the  amendment . 

Chairman  Cluff  said  the  staff  is  overloaded  with  work  for  the 
legislative  session  and  that  while  he  agrees  with  the  motion 
in  concept,  he  is  concerned  about  putting  an  additional 
workload  burden  on  staff.  He  asked  Mr.  Tobin  if  the  staff 
could  handle  this  type  of  project  at  this  time  or  if  there  is 
another  way.  Mr.  Tobin  said  that  if  the  Commission  approved 
the  motion,  the  staff  will  bring  alternatives  on  posting 
buildings  at  the  February  Commission  meeting.  However,  the 
staff  will  only  be  able  to  spend  a  few  days  on  this,  and  will 
not  be  able  to  do  an  exhaustive  study.  The  staff  could 
provide  information  on  the  type  of  warning  to  be  put  on  signs 
to  post,   requirements  for  posting,   and  examples,  but  will  not 
have  time  to  do  an  analysis  of  liability  implications,  nor 
research  the  literature  in  terms  of  sociological  response  to 
signs.  He  said  he  does  not  have  money  in  the  budget  for 
overtime,  but  if  the  Commission  feels  this  is  an  important 
issue  for  staff  to  deal  with,   there  will  be  things  staff 
won't  do  in  the  meantime. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  suggested  that  the  Commission  consider 
a  letter  to  the  University  requesting  that  they  consider 
posting  buildings  until  they  are  brought  up  to  seismic  safety 
standards . 

Chairman  Cluff  said  that  the  motion  should  be  dealt  with 
first.  He  said  the  Commission  might  be  able  to  deal  with  the 
issue  in  the  motion  if  there  were  more  time.  He  suggested 
that  the  timing  be  left  up  to  the  staff  to  come  back  at  a 
future  meeting  to  provide  alternatives. 

Commissioner  Pestor  said  President  Gardner  has  raised  a  good 
point  about  how  the  Commission  has  different  impressions  of 
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what  the  signs  should  be.   It  is  a  high  priority,   and  one 
month  is  sufficient.  He  said  he  would  like  to  leave  his 
motion  as  it  is . 

Commissioner  Riordan  said  she  will  vote  against  the  motion 
because  it  is  a  big  issue,   recognizing  a  limited  staff,  and 
particularly  as  it  relates  to  legal  ramifications.   She  said 
she  would  be  more  comfortable  with  a  methodology  of  how  to 
proceed  to  understand  the  request  for  signing,  but  a  month  is 
not  adequate  enough  to  address  a  major  issue.  She  suggested 
more  time  be.  allowed. 

Commissioner  Snyder  said  this  is  a  more  complex  issue  than 
appears  on  the  surface  as  the  message  that  would  be  posted  on 
an  unreinforced  masonry  building  may  be  far  different  from 
the  message  posted  on  a  state  building  built  two  years  ago. 
The  safety  measures  people  should  take  will  be  different  for 
different  buildings.  Studies  on  human  behavior  need  to  be 
looked  at . 

ACTION      It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Bolt  and  seconded  by 
Coiranissioner  Fratessa  that: 

Commissioner  Pestor' s  motion  be  amended  to  delete  the 
time  frame . 

Commissioner  Umemoto  said  that  Senator  Alquist  has  authored 
SB  5X,  which  requires,  per  Senator  LeRoy  Greene's  amendment, 
posting  on  high  occupancy  buildings.  Since  it  is  a  Special 
Session  bill,   it  is  not  known  when  that  bill  will  get  out 
Senato.r  Alquist  has  indicated  that  he  will  follow  the 
Commission's  position  on  this  bill.  This  bill  is  one  that 
Senator  Alquist  will  need  Commission  direction  on  and  it  may 
or  may  not  be  passed  out  before  the  next  Commission  meeting. 

Commissioner  Riordan  said  the  issue  of  posting  buildings 
needs  to  be  carefully  thought  out.  She  said  she  would  like  to 
see  the  Commission  support  something  that  is  well  thought 
out.   She  said  there  are  many  more  implications  than  have 
initially  been  discussed,   and  how  to  accomplish  posting  of 
buildings  correctly  has  to  be  carefully  thought  out . 

Mr.  Tobin  said  that  this  issue  will  be  on  the  next  Commission 
meeting  agenda  and  staff  will  provide  a  memo  listing  the 
issues.  He  said  there  is  no  way  at  this  time  that  staff  can 
provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  occupant  behavior,  alternative 
signs,  nor  of  the  liability  issues.  The  staff  can  pose  the 
issues  and  questions.  He  said  posting  is  addressed  in  SB  5X 
and  in  the  high  occupancy  building  bill.     The  Commission  will 
have  to  address  this  issue  sooner  rather  than  later.  The 
staff  will  develop  some  information  to  help  the  Commission 
deal  with  policy  issues  by  next  month. 

The  Chairman  called  for  a  show  of  hands  to  vote  on  the  motion 
to  amend  the  motion  on  the  floor  to  delete  the  February 
deadline . 
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All  in  favor:  6 


Opposed : 


8 


•Motion  failed 


The  Chairman  called  for  a  show  of  hands  to  vote  on  the 
original  motion. 


All  in  favor:  8 


Opposed: 


6 


•Motion  carried. 

Chairman  Cluff  thanked  President  Gardner,  Vice  President 
Baker,   and  Assistant  Vice  President  Bocchicchio  for 
addressing  the  Commission. 

COMMITTEE  REPORTS 

Legisla'tive  Committee 

Commissioner  Peak  said  the  committee  met  on  Tuesday,  January 
9,     Fifteen  to  twenty  bills  have  been  introduced  since  the 
Legislative  session  began  and  the  staff  will  analyze  those 
later.     The  three  bills  needing  action  are  as  follows: 


ACTION      It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Peak  and  seconded  by 


Commissioner  Kockelman  that: 

The  Commission  adopt  a  "Support  if  Amended"  on  AB  182  6 
(Hayden) . 

Commissioner  Iwan  noted  that  the  Commission  lacked  a  quorum. 

Vice  Chairman  Riordan  suggested  that  an  informal  subcommittee 
report  could  be  provided  in  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

There  was  considerable  discussion  on  whether  action  can  be 
taken  to  pass  bills  without  a  quorum.     The  consensus  of  the 
Commission  was  to  take  an  informal  vote  and  staff  will  deal 
with  the  technnical  considerations  of  the  bill  with  the 
overall  intention  that  the  bill  is  one  the  Commission  can 
support . 


The  Commission  "Support  if  Amended"  A3  127  9   (Hauser) . 

The  consensus  of  the  Commission  was  that  because  there  were 
commissioners  who  felt  a  need  to  review  the  bill  before 
making  a  decision  that  they  do  so  and  get  back  to  staff  with 
their  comments.     In  the  meantime  the  Commission  will  stay 
neutral.     Commissioner  Riordan  abstained  and  asked  that  staff 
contact  the  County  Supervisors  Association  of  California  and 
the  League  of  California  Cities  and  obtain  their  comments . 


ACTION 


Commissioner  Peak  moved  that: 
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Commissioner  Peak  said  that  the  Speaker's  office  asked  the 
Commission  to  sponsor  a  bill  to  create  a  mapping  program 
similar  to  the  Alquist-Priolo  program  to  include 
liquefaction,   ground  shaking,   and  ground  failure.     He  said 
the  committee  was  in  favor  of  sponsoring  the  bill.     Mr.  Tobin 
said  this  is  a  measure  the  Commission  has  been  seeking  for 
some  time.     Commissioner  Iwas  said  the  concept  of  this  bill 
is  consistent  with  the  Commission's  work  and  that  it  would 
not  be  inconsistent  to  adopt  a  position  of  sponsorship 
without  a  vote  from  the  Commission.     Vice  Chairman  Riordan 
said  the  Executive  Director  should  proceed  and  work  towards 
sponsorship  of  the  bill. 

Strong  Motion  Instrumentalon  Advisory  Committee 

Commissioner  Peak  said  the  committee  met  on  December  19, 
1989.     The  committee  was  informed  by  CDMG  that  it  will  be 
impossible  to  finance  the  $250,000  directed  research  program 
this  year  because  money  has  been  diverted  to  cover  overhead. 
This  caught  the  committee  members  by  surprise  and  the 
committee  needs  to  have  further  discussion  about  the 
situation.     He  suggested  that  a  meeting  between  the  high 
level  officials  of  Department  of  Conservation,   Division  of 
Mines  and  Geology,   and  the  Commission,   represented  by  the 
SMIAC  members  in  the  near  future  to  try  and  resolve  the 
financing  problem. 

Emergency  Planning  and  Response  Committee 

Commissioner  Eberle  recommended  that  Commissioner- Snyder  be 
appointed  to  the  committee.     Action  to  elect  her  to  the 
committee  will  be  taken  up  at  the  Commission' s  February 
meeting. 

GOOD  OF  THE  ORDER 

Commissioner  Umemoto  said  that  the  Commission's  staff  is  to 
be  applauded  for  its  persistence  in  helping  the  Commission 
with  all  of  its  activities.     Mr.  Tobin  said  he  too 
appreciates  the  dedication  of  the  staff.     Vice  Chairman 
Riordan  also  applauded  the  staff  s  work  and  said  it  has  done 
an  excellent  job. 

ADJOURN 

There  being  no  more  business  for  the  Commission  to  consider, 
the  Commission  was  adjourned  at  4:40  p.m. 

The  next  regular  meeting  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
will  be  held  on  February  8,   1990,   at  the  Millikan  Board  Room 
at  the  California  Institute  of  Technology  in  Pasadena  and 
will  begin  at  9:00  a.m. 
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APPROVED : 


L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Executive  Director 


Approved  this  8th  day  of  February,  1990. 
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Appendix  D 
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Governor's  Executive  Order  D-86-90  on  the 
Loma  Prieta  Earthquake 
October  12,  1990 
Dunfey  Hotel 
1770  South  Amphlett  Blvd. 
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Barbara  Cram  Riordan,  Chairman 

William  Waste,  Vice  Chair 

Hal  Bernson 

Llo.yd  S.  Cluff 

LeRoy  Crandall 

Daniel  J.  Eberle 

Paul  Fratessa 

Wilfred  D .  Iwan 

Williar.  J.  Kockelman 

Robert  E.  McCarthy 

Wilferd  W.  Peak 

Stanley  Scott 

Pat  Snyder 

Keith  Umemoto 

Thomas  R .  White 


Bruce  A.  Bolt 
George  Housner 
James  McMullen 

Staff  Present 

L.  Thomas  Tobin 

Brenda  Boswell 

Karen  Cogan 

Tim  Cronin 

James  F,  Goodfellow 

Janice  Hutton 

Brian  Stoner 

Fred  Turner 

Teri  DeVriend 

Pat  Tyner 

Ed  Hensley 


CALL    TO    ORDER/ROLL  CALL 

The  special  hearing  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  was 
called  to  order  by  Chairman  Riordan  at  9:03  a.m.   in  the 
Dunfey  Hotel,   San  Mateo,  California. 


II  . 


CHAIRMAN ' S  REMARK 


Chairman  Riordan  welcomed  the  representatives  of  the 
four  agencies  reporting  to  the  Commission  and  she 
thanked  them  for  their  cooperation. 


Ill 


EXECUTIVE     DIRECTOR'S  REPORT 


Mr.  Tobin  sai 
will  be  sent 
their  review 
the  report  at 
final  report 
Mr.  Tobin  ask 
accompanying 
respond  to  st 


d  a  draft  of  the  report  to  the  Governor 
to  each  agency  and  Commission  members  for 
and  comments.     Commissioners  can  discuss 

the  next  meeting,   and  staff  will  prepare  < 
to  submit  to  the  Governor  by  November  15 . 
ed  commissioners  to  review  materials 
the  reports  by  the  four  agencies  and 
aff  within  a  few  days  if  they  had  comments 


ZV.  STATEMENT    REGARDING    THE    BOARD    OF  INQUIRY 


Dr.  Charles  Thiel  congratulated  the  Conunission  on  taking 
a  forceful  role  in  improving  seismic  safety  for  the  four 
agencies  targeted  by  the  Board  of  Inquiry.     He  urged  the 
Commission  to  judge  the  agencies  by  their  actions  and 
activities  as  well  as  by  their  written  reports  and 
presentations . 

Dr.  Thiel  explained  that  of  the  main  focus  of  the  report 
of  the  11-member  Board  of  Inquiry,  entitled  "Competing 
Against  Time, "  is  on  analyzing  what  occurred  to  learn 
and  prepare  better  in  the  future.     Dr.  Thiel  said  the 
Governor's  Executive  Order  is  premised  on  the  need  to 
take  immediate  steps  in  California  to  improve  seismic 
safety,  and  the  consensus  of  the  Board  of  Inquiry  in 
relation  to  the  present  level  of  seismic  safety  in 
California  is  that,    "It  is  broken  and  requires  fixing." 
The  report  concludes  that  most  state  agencies  possessed 
technical  expertise  before  the  earthquake,  but  that 
their  practices  and  implementation  were  inadequate.  Lack 
of  official  policy  that  gives  priority  to  seismic  safety 
also  contributed  to  vulnerability  during  the  1989. Loma 
Prieta  earthquake. 

Dr.  Thiel  said  that  Governor  Deukmejian  has  mandated 
that  these  agencies  make  seismic  safety  an 
uncompromiseable  position.     Unlike  results  of 
investigatory  panels  that  simply  meet  and  make  written 
reports,  the  Governor  took  steps  to  see  that  the  Board 
of  Inquiry  investigation  resulted  in  specific  and  direct 
actions . 

Dr.  Thiel  noted  that  past  post-earthquake  reports 
generally  concluded  that  state  agencies  are  satisfied 
with  the  soundness  of  their  fundamental  practices  and 
believe  that  no  special  notice  of  seismic  issues  is 
warranted.  He  commented  that  the  four  reports  from  the 
agencies  being  scrutinized  now  show  the  same  tendencies; 
most  affirm  that  their  normal  practices  are  good  and 
don't  need  to  change,   and  they  blame  lack  of  funding  for 
their  inability  to  take  significant  actions.  Most 
agencies  focus  on  compliance  with  Title  24  provisions, 
but  Dr.  Thiel  pointed  out  that  code  compliance  is  not 
enough  to  guarantee  good  building  performance  during  an 
earthquake . 

Dr.  Thiel  urged  the  Commission  to  examine  each  agency's 
plans  for  ensuring  independent  review  of  all  projects. 
He  noted  that  some  departments  require  review  by 
separate  in-house  divisions,  but  this  does  not  achieve 
the  goal  of  independent  perception,  achieved  by 
separating  day-to-day  administration  from  decision 
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making  functions.     Dr.  Thiel  said  that  none  of  the 
agencies  addresses  ways  of  dealing  with  conflicts 
between  seismic  safety  and  historic  preservation. 

Dr.  Thiel  noted  that  earthquakes  measure  performance, 
not  intentions,   and  he  urged  the  Commission  to  keep  this 
in  mind  when  assessing  agency  activities.     He  said  the 
Board  of  Inquiry  outlined  three  challenges  facing  each 
agency  in  their  plans:     1)  minimizing  earthquake  risks 
posed  by  new  construction;  2)   identifying  and  correcting 
existing  problems;  and  3)   ensuring  rapid  economic 
recovery  after  a  major  earthquake. 

V  .  REPORTS    TO    THE    GOVERNOR    IN    RESPONSE    TO  THE 

EXECUTIVE     ORDER  D-86-90 

UNIVERSITY     OF  CALIFORNIA 

William  Baker,  Vice  Chancellor,  Budget  and  University 
Relations,   said  that  the  Governor's  Executive  Order  has 
reaffirmed  the  importance  of  seismic  safety  to  the 
University  of  California.  He  said  the  University  is 
pleased  about  its  progress  and  accomplishments  so  far 
and  has  adopted  specific  plans  for  ongoing  improvements 
in  the  future . 

Mr.  Baker  reported  that  the  University  adopted  a  seismic 
safety  policy  in  1975,  and  the  policy  was  amended  in 
1978.     Each  year  the  nine  chancellors  in  the  UC  system 
must  submit  plans  for  capital  improvement  projects, 
including  seismic  retrofitting,  to  President  Gardner, 
who  incorporates  them  into  a  system-wide  priority  list. 
The  system-wide  plan  is  then  sent  to  each  chancellor  and 
staff  for  review,   comment,   and  approval.     Finally,  the 
Regents  review  and  approve  the  programs  and  provide 
funding  through  the  annual  budget . 

Mr.  Baker  explained  that  the  1975  Degenkolb  study 
identified  14  9  UC  buildings  as  "poor"  or  "very  poor," 
and  100  of  these  have  been  addressed.     The  remaining 
work  is  balanced  against  other  university  priorities, 
including  compliance  with  state  mandates  requiring  fire 
safety,  handicapped  access,   removal  of  hazardous 
materials,  and  safety  of  lab  animal  environments.  The 
University  of  California  system  is  required  to  admit  the 
top  12.5  percent  of  California's  high  school  graduates, 
so  classrooms,   dormitories,   and  necessary  student 
facilities  must  be  maintained.  The  University  strives  to 
uphold  educational  quality  while  continuing  to  develop 
and  renew  facilities. 

Mr.  Baker  explained  that  the  University  gives  first 
priority  to  capital  projects  with  available  funding,  and 
then  considers  other  new  construction  or  code  compliance 
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upgrading  projects.     To  ensure  cost-effectiveness  and 
minimum  disruption  in  use  of  facilities,  seismic 
retrofitting  projects  can  often  be  combined  with  code 
compliance  work.     A  five-year  projection  of  capital 
projects  has  been  developed,  and  the  '91-92  budget 
requests  additional  funds  for  seismic  analysis  work. 
The  five-year  plan  calls  for  43  infrastructure  projects, 
47  new  buildings,  and  $5  million  for  seismic  studies. 

Funds  available  for  seismic  work  include  state  funds, 
$50  million  borrowed  after  the  earthquake,  and 
University's  own  funds.     Passage  of  Proposition  143 
would  generate  approximately  $235  million  for  capitol 
outlay,  but  Mr.  Baker  expressed  his  concern  about  fund 
shortages  if  Proposition  143  fails. 

In  terms  of  acceptable  risk  or  level  of  safety,  Mr. 
Baker  said  the  University  decided  that  life  safety  was 
more  important  than  continued  functioning  after  an 
earthquake  in  most  buildings.  Infrastructures  and 
medical  facilities  need  to  be  invulnerable  and 
functional  after  earthquakes,  but  new  construction  will 
be  designed  to  a  standard  of  "good." 

Mr.  Baker  said  that  the  University  of  California's 
efforts  are  channeled  into  three  major  directions:  1) 
permanent  retrofitting  and  upgrading  of  "poor"  and  "very 
poor"  buildings;  2)   nonstructural  corrections;  and  3) 
regular  monitoring  and  tracking  of  progress. 
Retrofitting  priority  will  be  given  to  buildings  ranked 
"poor"  or  "very  poor,"  but  Mr.  Baker  acknowledged  that 
it  will  take  time  to  get  to  the  "fair"  buildings. 

Mr.  Baker  reported  that  the  University  now  has  a  policy 
requiring  independent  review  of  ail  capital  projects  in 
addition  to  regular  inspections  during  construction. 
Nonstructural  mitigation  programs,    involving  many  one- 
time fixes  and  some  continuous  projects  at  all  UC 
campuses,   are  an  indication  of  the  system's  widespread 
concern . 

Commissioners  Cluff  and  Iwan  expressed  concern  that  the 
remaining  14  9  "poor"  buildings  are  not  addressed  in  the 
University's  present  plans.  Commissioner  Cluff  noted 
that  these  hazardous  conditions  were  discussed  two  years 
ago  at  a  meeting  at  UCLA,  and  he  stressed  the  importance 
of  taking  immediate  steps  to  correct  this  problem.  Mr. 
Baker  said  that  all  the  "poor"  buildings  will  be 
repaired  within  ten  years.     Meanwhile,  nonstructural 
mitigation  measures  are  being  pursued.     Some  buildings 
have  been  vacated;  others  have  been  temporarily  shored 
up. 
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Commissioner  Cluff  urged  the  University  to  consider 
geographic  risk  in  setting  construction  priorities .  He 
noted  that  although  the  University  has  adopted  a  policy 
prohibiting  any  new  construction  on  traces  of  active 
faults,  existing  buildings  on  the  Hayward  Fault  are 
still  occupied.  Commissioner  Cluff  cited  the  recent 
addition  of  office  areas  in  Memorial  Stadium.     Mr.  Baker 
acknowledged  that  the  University  needs  to  address  some 
of  the  existing  uses  of  hazardous  facilities.  He  said 
that  progress  in  this  area  is  limited  by  the 
University's  ability  to  do  the  projects  and  to  relocate 
activities  to  alternative  sites  during  construction 
periods.     Mr.  Baker  commented  that  geographical 
proximity  to  earthquake  faults  is  one  of  many  factors 
the  University  has  to  consider. 

Commissioner  Iwan  noted  that  agencies  often  produce  a 
flurry  of  interest  and  concern  with  seismic  safety 
immediately  after  a  major  earthquake,  but  he  pointed  out 
that  past  history  shows  that  enthusiasm  will  wane.  He 
asked  what  institutional  changes  or  new  structures  have 
been  built  into  the  UC  system  to  ensure  that  seismic 
safety  continues  as  a  top  priority. 

Mr.  Baker  cited  the  progress  the  University  has  made  in 
this  area  since  1983-84.     He  said  that  President  Gardner 
has  demonstrated  his  strong  commitment  to  .seismic 
safety,   evidenced  by  his  willingness  to  incur  a  $50- 
ndllion  debt  for  urgent  retrofitting  projects.  Mr. 
Baker  said  that  the  University's  plans  and  ongoing 
activities  in  seismic  safety  will  be  a  clear  and 
continuing  priority  among  University  administrators. 

Commissioner  Waste  commented  that  Mr.  Baker  conveyed  the 
impression  that  the  University  is  constrained  by  state 
laws  mandating  other  programs;  and  he  asked  if  the 
Seismic  Safety  Comn-iission  could  help  UC  by  initiating 
legislative  changes. 

Mr.  Baker  responded  that  the  University  is  obligated  by 
law  to  comply  with  health  and  safety  codes,  provide 
handicapped  access,  and  continue  to  educate  California's 
student  population.     The  major  problem  for  the 
University  is  balancing  all  these  competing  obligations. 
Mr.  Baker  said  he  would  not  recommend  changing  any  other 
laws,  because  each  of  the  mandated  programs  is  vitally 
important . 

Commissioner  Bernson  asked  if  statewide  retrofit 
standards  would  help  the  University  prioritize  its 
projects.     Mr.  Baker  answered  that  uniform  standards 
would  certainly  help  if  they  were  practical  and 
feasible.     He  pointed  out  that  it  may  be  useful  to  focus 
on  a  well  developed  system  of  building  codes . 
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Commissioner  Scott  stated  that  a  code  compliance 
standard  is  not  enough,  because  it  is  possible  to 
construct  a  bad  building  according  to  present  codes.  He 
suggested  that  a  better  way  of  evaluating  buildings 
would  be  their  compatibility  with  intended  use. 
Commissioner  Scott  said  engineers  should  design 
structures  according  to  their  professional  judgment,  and 
some  situations  may  dictate  structures  that  exceed  code 
requirements . 

Commissioner  Umemoto  asked  Mr.  Baker  to  describe  the 
University's  nonstructural  hazard  mitigation  program. 
He  also  asked  about  guarantees  to  ensure  that  mitigation 
won't  be  undone  by  future  building  occupants. 

Mr.  Baker  said  the  nonstructural  mitigation  program 
involves  bolting  shelves,   equipment,   and  furniture; 
retrofitting  elevators;  and  removal  of  parapets  and 
hazardous  ornamentation.     Project  managers  and  staff 
will  undergo  regular  training,   and  some  hazard 
identification  work  will  be  done  on  a  regular  basis  to 
ensure  future  compliance. 

Dr.  Thiel  asked  how  seismic  safety  concerns  are 
transferred  to  project  staff.     He  recommended  that  the 
University  perform  audits  to  monitor  and  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  its  policies  as  they  are  practiced  on  a 
day-to-day  level. 

Mr.  Baker  introduced  Michael  Bocchicchio,  Assistant  Vice 
President,  Facilities  Administration,  to  explain  UC's 
construction  review  process.     Mr.  Bocchicchio  explained 
that  new  procedures  require  a  certificate  of  seismic 
review  for  each  project.     He  agreed  with  Dr.  Thiel  that 
the  University  needs  to  continue  reinforcing  its 
policies,   and  he  said  the  systematic  review  program 
includes  refining  and  fine-tuning  the  review  system 
itself . 

Commissioner  Umemoto  noted  that  Mr.  Baker  stressed  the 
importance  of  Proposition  143  funding,   and  he  asked  what 
the  University  would  do  if  the  measure  failed.  Mr. 
Baker  replied  that  many  of  the  proposed  improvement 
projects  could  not  be  done  without  Proposition  143 
money . 

Mr.  Tobin  asked  what  percentage  of  the  University's 
capital  improvement  budget  would  be  spent  on  seismic 
improvements.     Mr.  Baker  responded  that  because  seismic 
work  and  other  upgrading  was  done  in  tandem,    it  was 
difficult  to  separate  out  what  amounts  were  spent  on  the 
seismic  portion.     Also,   total  amounts  were  difficult  to 
gauge  because  most  projects  spanned  several  budget 


6 


years.     Sandra  Smith,  Assistant  Vice  President,  Capital 
Planning,   added  that  comparing  the  total  number  of 
buildings  repaired  would  not  give  a  true  indication  of 
the  extent  of  seismic  work  because  some  buildings 
entailed  more  extensive  and  expensive  work  than  others . 
Mr.  Baker  promised  to  provide  detailed  budget 
information  to  the  Commission  showing  the  variation  over 
budget  years . 

Commissioner  Kockelman  asked  if  the  University's  concern 
for  occupants  of  the  49  "poor"  buildings  remaining  on 
its  campuses  after  1995  would  extend  to  posting  the 
buildings  with  signs  warning  of  potential  hazards.  Mr. 
Baker  responded  that  the  University  will  comply  with 
recent  statutory  requirements  for  posting,  and  he 
offered  to  provide  exact  sign  wording  to  the  Commission 
when  it  became  available. 

Commissioner  McCarthy  asked  Mr.   Baker  what  the 
University  expected  would  happen  to  its  facilities  if  a 
7.1  magnitude  earthquake  occurred  on  the  Hayward  Fault. 
Mr.  Baker  said  he  could  not  answer  the  question  because 
he  was  reluctant  to  discuss  matters  outside  his  range  of 
expertise.  Commissioner  Cluff  said  that  a  major 
earthquake  would  cause  major  disruption  of  Bay  Area 
lifelines,   and  he  pointed  out  that  some  University  of 
California  buildings  would  certainly  collapse. 

Mr.  Tobin  said  thcit  collapse  of  buildings  is  not  an 
acceptable  risk  for  the  University,  and  he  disagreed 
that  seismic  considerations  should  be  considered  just 
one  competing  factor  in  the  University's  balancing 
formula . 

Mr.  Tobin  recommended  that  University  priorities 
consider  the  geographical  risk  of  certain  faults.  He 
suggested,    for  example,   a  30-mile  radius  from  an  active 
fault  be  considered  as  one  of  the  criteria.     Mr.  Tobin 
noted  that  asbestos  and  PCB  work  are  long-range  projects 
that  do  not  entail  the  same  level  of  urgency  as  seismic 
corrections  to  known  hazardous  buildings.     Mr.  Baker 
commented  that  the  University  currently  faces  fines  for 
PCB  removal  delays,   and  other  statutory  mandates  limit 
UC's  capacity  to  perform  new  projects. 

Chairman  Riordan  noted  that  the  Commission  staff  will 
have  additional  interaction  with  University 
representatives  within  the  following  weeks.     She  asked 
which  university  official  is  responsible  for  ensuring 
the  priority  of  seismic  safety  at  the  University  of 
California.     Mr.  Baker  responded  that  President  Gardner 
himself  had  eagerly  taken  the  lead  and  will  be  following 
through  on  the  University's  efforts. 
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CALIFORNIA  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


Shawn    Choudhuri,     Assistant    Vice  Chancellor, 
Department    of    Physical    Planning    and  Development, 

reviewed  the  materials  submitted  by  the  CSU  system  in 
response  to  Executive  Order  D-86-90.     He  explained  that 
the  CSU  system  is  comprised  of  20  campuses  offering 
undergraduate  and  graduate  programs  to  the  top  1/3  of 
California's  high  school  graduates.     CSU  expects  a  50 
percent  growth  rate  within  the  next  15  years. 

Mr.  Choudhuri  noted  that  CSU's  seismic  safety  policy 
places  top  priority  on  protection  of  life,  prevention  of 
structural  damage,  and  minimization  of  building  and 
property  damage.     Seismic  safety  has  become  a  top 
priority  in  the  CSU  budget,  and  procedures  for  design 
and  construction  review  and  regular  inspections  have 
been  implemented. 

Mr.  Choudhuri  said  that  the  Degenkolb  study  identified 
CSU's  hazardous  structures,   and  all  pre-1933  buildings 
have  been  upgraded.     He  reported  that  all  of  the 
hazardous  Category  A  and  B  buildings  listed  in  the  CSU 
materials  will "be  brought  into  compliance  with  existing 
codes  by  the  year  2000  if  funding  is  available.  Total 
costs  for  the  work  are  expected  to  be  approximately  $2 
billion..    Mr.  Choudhuri  noted  that  $3  million  is  being 
requested  in  the  '91-92  budget  specifically  for  bracing 
of  library  stacks . 

Mr.  Choudhuri  explained  the  process  of  budgeting  funds 
for  construction  projects.     He  said  the  CSU  campuses 
make  budget  requests  in  February  that  are  reviewed  by 
the  Chancellor,   who  makes  recommendations  to  the  board 
of  Trustees  at  their  July  meeting.     Final  budget  plans 
are  approved  in  September  for  inclusion  in  the  budget 
that  goes  into  effect  the  next  July. 

Mr.  Choudhuri  noted  that  the  need  for  seismic 
retrofitting  must  be  balanced  against  other  pressing 
academic  needs,   and  because  completely  invulnerable 
structures  are  impossible  to  design,  the  University  must 
decide  what  level  of  risk  is  acceptable.     He  urged  the 
Commission  to  take  a  leadership  role  in  helping  the  CSU 
system  identify  sources  of  funding  to  ensure  speedy 
completion  of  all  needed  work. 

Commissioner  Cluff  questioned  CSU's  decision  to  build 
the  Moss  Landing  Marine  Research  Lab  on  a  site  known  to 
be  subject  to  liquefaction.     John  Stopforth,  Chief  of 
CSU  Construction  Management,   said  he  was  not  aware  of 
the  considerations  that  went  into  the  decision  to  build 
there,   but  he  noted  that  the  lab  will  not  be  rebuilt  on 
that  site.     He  said  construction  on  the  lab  was  begun  8 
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to  10  years  ago,  at  an  approximate  cost  of  $8  million. 
Mr.  Choudhuri  promised  to  review  the  decision-making 
process  and  provide  that  information  to  the  Commission. 

Commissioner  Cluff  expressed  his  concern  with  the 
University's  view  that  invulnerable  structures  can't  be 
designed.     Commissioner  Fratessa  explained  that 
structural  engineers  today  believe  they  can  design 
noncollapsible  buildings.     He  stressed  that  collapse  of 
buildings  is  definitely  not  an  acceptable  risk  for  CSU. 
He  offered  to  help  Mr.  Choudhuri  communicate  the 
importance  of  proper  design  to  CSU  administrators. 

Commissioner  Iwan  pointed  out  the  importance  of 
institutionalizing  some  mechanism  to  ensure  that 
enthusiasm  for  seismic  safety  does  not  wane. 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  about  possible  financing  sources 
from  discretionary  funds  or  student  fees.  Mr.  Choudhuri 
explained  that  CSU's  discretionary  funds  are  dedicated 
for  other  specific  purposes.  He  added  that  CSU  is 
depending  on  Proposition  143  funds  to  do  much  of  their 
planned  work,   and  he  asked  the  Commission  to  assist  in 
identifying  other  sources  of  money.     Mr.  Choudhuri 
reported  that  CSU  already  has  a  backlog  of  other 
maintenance  projects,   and  shortage  of  funds  for  deferred 
maintenance  severely  hampers  the  institution's  ability 
to  continue  its  functions.  He  said  that,   like  the 
University  of  California,  the  CSU  system  is  forced  to 
balance  seismic  safety  against  'competing  needs  for 
limited  funds . 

Commissioner  Bernson  expressed  his  concern  that  the 
budget  and  funding  process  would  take  too  long,   and  he 
suggested  increasing  fees  to  out-of-state  students  if 
necessary.     Mr.   Choudhuri  promised  to  convey  this  idea 
to  the  CSU  trustees. 

Mr.   Tobin  expressed  frustration  and  concern  with  the 
slowness  of  CSU's  capitol  outlay  process.     He  pointed 
out  that  CSU  facilities  sustained  significant  damage  in 
the  Whittier  Narrows  earthquake,     and  the  recent 
collapse  of  the  Concern  Hall  at  Long  Beach  adds  to  the 
urgency  of  dealing  immediately  with  these  problems.  He 
noted  that  seismic  safety  projects  could  take  as  long  as 
three  to  four  years  to  get  through  CSU's  existing 
budgeting  process. 

Commissioner  Crandall  noted  that  the  CSU  report  does  not 
mention  the  recent  collapse  of  the  concert  hall  at  CSU's 
Long  Beach  campus.     Mr.  Choudhuri  said  that  an  internal 
forensic  investigation  is  being  conducted  to  determine 
the  cause  of  the  building's  failure,   and  a  report  would 
be  completed  within  the  next  several  weeks .  CSU  campuses 
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with  similar  structures  were  contacted  immediately  after 
the  collapse;  all  their  buildings  were  examined,  and  13 
other  buildings  are  being  studied  more  carefully.  No 
funding  has  been  identified  yet  for  rebuilding  or 
repairs . 

Dr.  Thiel  asked  about  provisions  for  independent  review 
of  construction  plans  and  establishing  standards  for 
retrofit  work.     Mr.  Choudhuri  responded  that  an 
independent  reviewer  is  now  under  a  contract  with  the 
CSU  trustees.     Tom  Coufin,  Chief  of  CSU  Architecture  and 
Engineering,  said  that  the  standard  being  imposed  on 
construction  projects  is  compliance  with  current  codes. 
Dr.  Thiel  stressed  the  importance  of  good  building 
performance  instead  of  mere  code  compliance. 

Mr.  Tobin  recommended  that  CSU  develop  a  seismic  safety 
policy  for  leased  property.     Mr.  Choudhuri  responded 
that  such  a  policy  is  being  considered  now.     He  offered 
to  provide  follow-up  information  to  the  Commission  about 
what  entity  handles  CSU  leasing. 

DEPARTMENT    OF    GENERAL  SERVICES 

Paul  Neel,  State  Architect,  discussed  the  report 
submitted  by  the  Department  of  General  Services.  He 
explained  that  the  state  owns  16,900  buildings  in 
California  and  leases  many  other  facilities.  Mr.-  Neel 
reviewed  corrections  to  language  contained  in  the 
report . 

Mr.  Neel  reported  that  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect 
(OSA)    is  conducting  a  thorough  study  of  all  of  the 
state's  building  inventory  over  the  next  two  years. 
Retrofit  and  repair  priorities  will  be  established  based 
on  study  findings,  along  with  criteria  for  assessing 
urgency  of  projects.  Occupancy,    function,   and  geographic 
proximity  to  faults  are  some  of  the  factors  considered. 

Commissioner  Fratessa  pointed  out  that  the  state  gives 
top  priority  to  buildings  that  have  been  closed  due  to 
hazardous  conditions.     However,  he  noted  that  this 
contradicts  the  emphasis  on  safe  occupancy  because  these 
structures  are  no  longer  endangering  the  public.  Mr. 
Neel  acknowledged  the  difficulty  in  determining 
acceptable  levels  of  risk  and  prioritization  of 
projects,   and  he  noted  that  historic  preservation  poses 
an  additional  issue  of  concern. 

Commissioner  Waste  recommended  that  the  Commission  adopt 
a  position  that  life  safety  is  the  state's  most 
important  concern,   and  that  safety  takes  precedence  over 
historic  preservation  concerns.     Mr.  Neel  agreed  that  a 


clear-cut  statewide  policy  would  facilitate  OSA's 
operations . 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  why  the  "essential  structures" 
category  was  eliminated  from  DGS ' s  report.     Mr.  Neel 
responded  that  the  Essential  Services  Law  provides  a 
detailed  description  of  what  properties  are  covered  by 
this  designation.  Commissioner  Iwan  suggested  referring 
to  the  Essential  Services  Law  in  the  report. 

Commissioner  Crandall  asked  whether  in-house  staff  will 
be  conducting  all  of  the  surveying  work.     Mr.  Neel  said 
that  a  new  Seismic  Section  was  added  to  OSA  to  supervise 
this  program,  and  hiring  additional  consultants  could 
reduce  the  study  duration  to  less  than  two  years.  Mr. 
Neel  offered  to  make  a  presentation  discussing  the 
activities  of  OSA's  Seismic  Section  at  a  future 
Commission  meeting. 

Mr.  Tobin  expressed  his  concern  that  a  thorough  two-year 
study  of  16,900  buildings  will  delay  corrective  action 
on  obviously  deficient  and  important  buildings.  He 
suggested  first  working  on  the  larger  buildings 
identified  earlier  in  the  Degenkolb  study. 

Commissioner  McCarthy  pointed  out  government  buildings 
sand  structures  sustained  40  percent  of  the  damage  in 
the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.     Although  the  Legislature 
seems  to  be  able  to  decide  on  definite  measures  to 
ensure  safety  in  buildings  owned  by  private  citizens, 
state  officials  can't  seem  to  agree  on  the  same 
priorities  in  their  own  buildings.     Mr.  Neel  agreed  that 
the  state  needs  to  improve  implementation  of  its  own 
seismic  safety  policies.     He  noted  that  SB  920  provides 
that  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  and  State  Architect 
develop  criteria  for  determining  acceptable  levels  of 
risk  for  state  buildings. 

Commissioner  Scott  noted  that  OSA  proposes  plan-checking 
for  code  compliance  and  independent  review  of  all 
projects  involving  unique  construction  technology.  He 
recommended  that  OSA's  procedures  apply  to  all 
significant  state  buildings,  not  just  those  with  unique 
construction  technology. 

Commissioner  Kockelman  asked  if  the  state  had  any  plans 
to  post  hazardous  buildings.     Mr.  Neel  responded  that 
posting  is  a  policy  decision,  and  the  implications  need 
to  be  thoroughly  investigated  before  the  state  adopts 
any  posting  program. 

Darrell  Haynes,   Office  of  Real  Estate  and  Design 
Services    (OREDS) ,   discussed  provisions  in  state  leases 
for  ensuring  building  safety.     Like  the  University  of 
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California  Berkeley  Campus,  OREDS  is  proposing  the  1973 
Building  Code  as  a  target  standard.     The  lease 
provisions  require  a  statement  of  code  compliance  for 
any  structures  built  after  1973  and  a  structural 
engineering  review  of  any  pre-1973  buildings,  with 
exemptions  applying  during  times  of  emergency. 

Mr.  .Haynes  commented  that  incorporating  new  seismic 
safety  requirements  will  delay  some  of  the  state's 
leasing  operations.     Costs  of  conducting  inspections, 
estimated  at  $500,000,  will  be  requested  through  a 
budget  change  proposal.     Mr.  Haynes  promised  to  send  a 
written  copy  of  his  remarks  to  the  Commission  within  the 
next  week . 

Commissioner  Fratessa  cautioned  against  focusing  on  code 
compliance.     He  noted  that  acceptable  levels  of  risk 
should  be  based  on  performance  of  buildings,   not  code 
compliance.     Buildings  should  both  meet  the  1973 
Building  Code  requirements,   and  be  rated  on  seismic 
performance . 

CALIFORNIA     DEPARTMENT     OF  TRANSPORTATION 

James  Roberts,  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Structures, 
reported  that  Caltrans  has  been  working  closely  with  the 
Commission  staff  during  the  past  two  months.  Mr, 
Roberts  provided  a  copy  of  Caltrans'  most  recent  monthly 
report  to  the  Transportation  Commission  containing  the 
latest  plans  for  repair  of  high-risk  structures. 

Mr.  Roberts  said  that  Caltrans  has  made  seismic  safety 
its  number  one  budgeting  priority  as  a  result  of  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake.     He  noted  that  a  key  issue  in 
assessing  projects  is  cost  of  repairs  versus 
replacement,  and  he  pointed  out  that  replacement  is 
sometimes  more  cost-effective  than  repairs,  especially 
to  older  structures  with  limited  useful  lives. 

Mr.  Roberts  reported  that  Caltrans  has  evaluated  all  of 
the  state's  25,000  bridges  and  ranked  each  according  to 
proximity  to  earthquake  hazards,   length,  height,   type  of 
construction,  and  traffic  loads.     Structures  have  been 
categorized  as  single-column,  multiple-column,  and 
local-  jurisdiction  bridges.     Over  7,000  bridges  are  on 
the  list  for  retrofit  work,   consisting  of  5,000  state 
bridges  and  2,000  controlled  by  local  governments.  Most 
of  the  retrofit  work  will  be  done  in  Los  Angeles  and  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  Area, 

Mr,  Roberts  noted  that  buildings  owned  by  Caltrans  are 
not  subject  to  control  by  the  Office  of  the  State 
Architect.     Because  there  is  no  clear  responsibility  for 
seismic  inspections  and  retrofit,   Caltrans  has  taken  it 


12 


upon  itself  to  recommend  funding  for  strengthening  these 
buildings . 

Mr,  Roberts  noted  that  part  of  the  1-980  structure  in 
Oakland,   constructed  after  1980,  was  damaged  in  the  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.     Investigations  revealed  a  detail 
problem  which  has  been  repaired,  and  Caltrans  has  now 
upgraded  its  construction  criteria. 

Mr.  Roberts  reported  that  Caltrans  has  assembled  a  team 
with  a  vast  array  of  technical  knowledge  and  expertise. 
He  said  that  40  consulting  firms  have  been  hired,  and 
new  staff  is  being  recruited,   including  seismologists 
and  seismic  experts.  Caltrans  will  be  instituting 
ongoing  training  sessions,   and  every  retrofit  project 
design  will  undergo  detailed  review. 

Caltrans  has  established  a  Seismic  Design  Advisory  Board 
to  assist  in  its  screening  efforts.     Mr,  Roberts  noted 
that  some  of  Caltrans'  consultants  will  be  members  of 
this  screening  group,   and  he  said  that  the  overall 
benefit  of  their  collective  knowledge  and  expertise 
appears  to  outweigh  concerns  about  possible  conflicts  of 
interest.  Caltrans  has  responded  to  Dr.  Housner's 
concerns  about  the  composition  of  the  board  by  agreeing 
to  add  two  structural  engineers. 

Mr.  Roberts  said  that  Caltrans  had  previously ' listed  37 
"high  potential  faults,"  but  research  and  study  has  now 
been  extended  to  all  faults  in  California,  and  a 
probabilistic  approach  will  be  applied  to  major 
structures . 

Mr.  Roberts  reviewed  the  status  of  Caltrans  retrofit 
efforts.     He  noted  that  2,500  single-column  bridges  were 
studied,   and  700  of  them  warranted  further  study.  The 
list  of  risky  structures  has  been  reduced  to  about  420 
needing  additional  dynamic  analysis  and  retrofit,  and 
designs  for  320  of  them  are  now  underway.  Multiple- 
column  structures  are  now  being  screened  and  design  work 
on  them  is  beginning. 

Commissioner  Peak  discussed  the  importance  of 
instrumentation  on  bridges.     He  noted  that  if  Caltrans 
proceeds  at  its  present  rate,   it  will  take  approximately 
four  years  to  instrument  one  bridge,   and  he  expressed 
his  concern  with  the  slowness  of  the  process. 

Mr.  Roberts  said  that  Caltrans  used  some  emergency  funds 
after  the  earthquake  to  finance  research  and 
instrumentation,  and  he  promised  that  the  Seismic  Design 
Review  Board  would  discuss  this  topic  at  their  first 
meeting . 
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Commissioner  Iwan  recalled  that  Caltrans  expressed  its 
commitment  to  seismic  safety  after  collapses  of  highway 
structures  in  the  1971  earthquake  in  Southern 
California,  but  he  pointed  out  that  sufficient  steps 
were  not  taken  to  avoid  similar  problems  in  the  Loma 
Prieta  earthquake.  He  asked  how  the  present  interest  and 
enthusiasm  will  be  continued  into  the  future. 

Mr.  Roberts  responded  that  Caltrans'  commitment  to 
seismic  safety  is  now  embodied  in  policy  in  top-level 
administration.     He  said  that  establishment  of  the 
Seismic  Design  Review  Board  and  attention  on  the 
Governor's  Executive  Order  would  ensure  that  seismic 
safety  remains  a  number  one  priority.  Department  of 
Transportation  staff  has  been  reorganized,  and  a  new 
Office  of  Earthquake  Engineering  will  be  established  as 
part  of  the  retrofit  effort.     Mr.   Roberts  reiterated 
that  Caltrans  has  made  seismic  retrofit  its  number  one 
budget  priority.     He  cited  the  changes  in  top-level 
direction  and  the  Legislature's  willingness  to  expend 
funds  as  indications  of  a  continuing  and  enduring 
commitment  to  seismic  safety. 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  whether  Caltrans  is  experiencing 
a  shortage  of  engineering  staff  and  manpower.  Mr. 
Roberts  responded  that  Caltrans  recruits  nationwide  and 
has  not  yet  encountered  a  problem  in  finding  qualified 
staff.     Because  some  of  the  new  recruits  are  young  and 
inexperienced,   a  heavy  emphasis  will  be  placed  on 
ongoing  training.  He  also  noted  that  large  construction 
companies  are  entering  the  specialized  field  of  seismic 
work,   so  private  expertise  will  become  more  readily 
available . 

Commissioner  McCarthy  described  the  military  concept  of 
keeping  a  main  supply  route  open  during  emergencies  and 
asked  if  Caltrans  had  similar  plans.     Mr.  Roberts 
pointed  out  that  this  issue  is  addressed  in  the  Caltrans 
report  and  is  called  the  "importance  factor."     He  also 
agreed  to  bring  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the 
Seismic  Design  Review  Board  and  said  that  comments  will 
be  solicited  from  cities  and  local  jurisdictions  on 
important  structures . 

Dr.  Thiel  praised  Caltrans'  cooperation  with  the  Board 
of  Inquiry.     Mr.  Roberts  said  the  comprehensive  and  well 
written  Board  of  Inquiry  report  provided  significant 
direction  and  guidance  in  developing  Caltrans'  plans. 

Dr.  Thiel  recommended  that  the  Seismic  Design  Review 
Board  report  to  the  Caltrans  director.     He  pointed  out 
that  Mr.  Roberts  and  his  division  are  well  aware  of  the 
importance  of  seismic  safety,  but  other  Department  of 
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Transportation  decision-makers  still  need  to  be 
convinced . 

VIEWS     OF    THE    BUILDING    STANDARDS  COMMISSION 

Richard  Conrad  reported  that  the  Building  Standards 
Commission  had  appointed  a  task  force  to  examine  design 
and  construction  policy  issues.  The  task  force 
recommends  that  state  agencies  adopt  a  program-based 
capitol  outlay  system  rather  than  a  project-based 
method . 

Mr.  Conrad  explained  that  a  program-based  system 
provides  lump-sum  funding  for  the  complete  construction 
of  a  project,  thus  allowing  quicker  progress  and  built- 
in  flexibility.     In  construction  budgets,   a  program- 
based  program  is  more  cost-effective  because  it 
eliminates  the  need  to  draft  annual  budgets  and  consider 
large  projects  repeatedly  over  the  course  of  several 
budget  years . 

The  task  force  also  recommends  that  agencies  budget 
adequate  funds  to  provide  proper  scoping  at  the 
inception  of  a  projects.     Mr.  Conrad  explained  that  many 
problems  and  change  orders  can  be  avoided  by  careful 
planning  at  the  construction  document  phase. 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  why  program-based  budgets  are 
not  used  by  state  agencies.     Mr.  Conrad  responded  that 
program-based  budgets  would  entail  dramatic  changes  in 
the  way  state  agencies  operate,   and  some  key  officials 
prefer  to  maintain  the  status  quo.     He  said  that 
Caltrans  and  numerous  other  states  use  program-based 
budgets  successfully. 

Commissioner  Waste  suggested  that  the  Building  Standards 
Commission  develop  guidelines  for  use  and  demolition  of 
damaged  historic  structures.     Mr.  Conrad  responded  that 
the  commission  is  now  developing  standards  specifically 
for  earthquake-damaged  buildings,  but  the  issue  of 
historic  structures  needs  to  be  addressed  separately. 

Chairman  Riordan  asked  the  staff  to  investigate  the 
criteria  and  process  by  which  historic  value  is 
determined.     Mr.  Tobin  said  the  staff  would. 

COMPETING    AGAINST  TIME 

Dr.  Thiel  challenged  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  to 
take  an  aggressive  advocate's  role  with  the  four  state 
agencies  making  reports.     He  asked  the  Commission  to 
focus  on  several  important  issues: 
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1.  The  need  to  define  important  structures  in  terms  of 
their  effects  on  communications  and  economic  impacts, 
not  simply  number  of  state  employees  occupying  a 
building; 

2.  Implications  and  procedures  for  posting  hazardous 
buildings ; 

3.  The  necessity  of  maintaining  independent  perspective 
in  the  review  of  projects  by  persons  separate  from 
project  administration  responsibilities  within  the 
agency;  and 

4 .  The  uncompromiseability  of  seismic  safety, 
regardless  of  budget  constraints  or  competing 
priorities . 

Dr.  Thiel  expressed  concern  that  too  stringent  retrofit 
standards  as  suggested  by  some  agencies  would  be 
economic  suicide.     Functionality  should  be  maintained 
only  in  an  exclusive  group  of  structures.     Dr.  Thiel 
noted  that  the  plans  presented  by  the  four  agencies 
represent  a  major  improvement,  but  he  cautioned  that 
government  bureaucracy  tends  to  result  in  lack  of 
accountability  and  poor  follow-through  in  terms  of 
.actions  and  conduct.     Dr.  Thiel  said  he  was  disturbed  to 
hear  so  many  agencies  blame  their  poor  tesponse  on  the 
lack  of  funding.     He  pointed  out  that  the  cost 
difference  between  construction  projects  that  are  good 
and  those  that  are  excellent  is  minimal,  and  he  noted 
that  a  great  deal  of  work  can  be  accomplished  if 
administrative  attention  and  commitment  is  focused  on 
seismic  safety.     Dr.  Thiel  said  that  many  agencies  have 
an  extremely  enthusiastic  and  dedicated  staff,  but 
commitment  is  lacking  at  a  higher  administrative  level. 

Dr.  Thiel  reminded  the  Commission  that  although  the 
plans  presented  are  extraordinary  first  steps,  the 
Commission  must  take  a  more  aggressive  role  in 
overseeing  state  efforts  over  the  next  decades . 

VI.  DISCUSSION    ON    THE    COMMISSION'S    REPORT    IN  RESPONSE 

TO    EXECUTIVE    ORDER  D-86-90 

Mr.  Tobin  said  the  staff  would  begin  preparing  the 
Commission's  report  immediately.     The  report  needs  to  be 
short,   clear,   and  concise,   and  must  be  restricted  to 
about  10  or  12  pages.     Mr.  Tobin  noted  that  a  small 
section  of  the  report  will  assess  agency  responses,  and 
the  bulk  of  the  document  should  focus  on  what  the  state 
government  can  do,  giving  a  list  of  action  items.  The 
staff  plans  to  mail  the  draft  report  to  the  four 
agencies  and  Commission  members  at  the  end  of  October, 
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to  allow  for  comments  and  discussion  at  the  November 
Commission  meeting. 

Commissioner  Iwan  asked  the  staff  to  address  the  issue 
of  institutionalizing  systems  to  ensure  that  enthusiasm 
and  dedication  do  not  wane.     He  noted  that  the 
University  of  California  representatives  stressed  their 
obligations  to  comply  with  other  state  mandates,   and  he 
recommended  that  seismic  safety  be  mandated  too.  Dr. 
Thiel  agreed,  and  pointed  out  that  since  1933,  the 
Office  of  the  State  Architect  has  been  mandated  to 
ensure  the  safety  of  K  through  12  school  buildings,  and 
the  program  has  been  extraordinarily  successful.  He 
recommended  that  OSA  be  directed  to  include  all  state 
buildings  in  a  similar  program,   with  no  exemptions 
allowed . 

Commissioner  McCarthy  commented  that  the  Caltrans  plan 
is  more  realistic  and  comprehensive  than  the  plans 
proposed  by  the  other  agencies.     He  expressed  his 
concern  with  the  lack  of  awareness  and  concern 
demonstrated  by  the  other  state  agencies.     Dr.  Thiel 
pointed  out  that  bridges  are  Caltrans'  primary  work 
product,  and  the  agency's  expertise  is  well  focused  on 
construction  issues;   universities  naturally  have  more 
concern  with  educational  quality  and  other  issues.  Dr. 
Thiel  repeated  his  recommendation  that  a  legal  mechanism 
for  overseeing  all  state  buildings  be  built  into  the 
system.     He  pointed  out  that  schools,   hospitals,  and 
police  facilities  are  supervised  by  OSA  now,  but  the 
focus  needs  to  include  all  state  structures.     Dr.  Thiel 
said  that  it  does  not  cost  the  state  any  more  to  ensure 
acceptable  risks. 

Commissioner  Scott  pointed  out  that  Mr.  Baker's 
presentation  was  a  compelling  argument  for  mandation.  He 
agreed  that  either  OSA  should  review  all  state 
buildings,   or  a  system  equivalent  to  mandation  be 
instituted,   including  ironclad  provisions  for  review  of 
projects  and  guarantees  of  continuing  commitment  to 
seismic  safety. 

Chairman  Riordan  pointed  out  that  special  interests 
compete  with  initiatives  in  California.     She  said  the 
Commission  needs  to  create  a  public  desire  for  a  higher 
level  of  seismic  safety  in  order  to  compete  with  other 
special  interest  initiatives. 

Commissioner  Umemoto  praised  each  of  the  four  agencies 
for  their  presentations  and  the  efforts  they  were  making 
in  improving  seismic  safety,  but  he  acknowledged  that 
there  is  still  a  long  way  to  go  in  the  State  of 
California . 
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VII  . 


GOOD    OF    THE  MEETING 


ACTION: 


VIII  . 


Commissioner  Cluff  reported  that  a  draft  statement  on 
earthquake  predictions  carried  over  from  the 
Commission's  October  11  regular  meeting  was  still  being 
written.     He  said  the  gist  of  the  statement  would  be  an 
expression  of  the  Commission's  concern  with  unjustified 
and  unvalidated  predictions.     He  noted  that  although 
scientists  can  forecast  some  seismic  activity,  there  is 
a  scientific  mechanism  for  review  and  validation  of 
predictions.     The  Seismic  Safety  Commission  should 
caution  the  public  and  the  media  to  consider  the 
negative  effects  of  the  publication  of  unfounded 
predictions,  and  instead  emphasize  positive  steps 
individuals  and  families  can  take  to  prepare  for  major 
earthquakes . 

It  was  moved  by  Commissioner  Kockelman  and  seconded  by 
Commissioner  McCarthy,  that: 

The  Commission  authorize  the  staff,  working  in 
conjunction  with  Commissioners  Cluff  and  Scott,  to  draft 
and  disseminate  a  statement,  as  described  by 
Commissioner  Cluff.. 

*  Motion  carried,  9-0 

(Commissioners  Bernson,  Crandall,  Fratessa,  Iwan, 
Snyder,  and  White  absent  during  voting.) 

ADJOURN 

There  being  no  more  business,  the  meeting  was  adjourned 
at  3:29  p.m. 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission  will 
be  oh  November  8,   1990,   in  Room  444,   State  Capitol, 
Sacramento,  California. 

repared  by:  California  Reporting 

lly  submitted  by: 


Karen  Cogan 


Executive  Secretary 


Approved  by: 


L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Executive  Director 
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EXCERPT 
— oOo — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     Let's  move  on  to 
the  next  item  on  the  agenda ,  and  we  will  come  back  to  this 
at  the  conclusion  of  that  presentation. 

So,  let  me  ask  Mr.  Tim  Cronin  to  come  forward. 
This  item  is  the  Executive  Order  report,  and  we  have  a  lot 
of  documentation  in  front  of  us. 

But  let  me  ask  Mr.  Cronin  or  Mr.  Tobin  if  you  want 
to  make  any  opening  statements,  and  then  perhaps  talk  about 
a  procedure  by  which  we  might  review  this. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Mr.  Cronin  and  I  have  not  orchestrated 
this,  so  what  I  would  suggest  is  for  Mr.  Cronin  to  go  ahead, 
and  then  I  will  --  I  will  just  hang  on  the  end  to  finish 
off. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right. 
MR.   CRONIN:     Thank  you. 

Initially,  I'd  like  to  see  that  we  do  start  giving 
you  this  enormous  packet  of  paperwork  today.     However,  I 
hope  you  will  understand  that  this  flurry  of  paper  is 
ultimately  back-up,  and  the  report  itself  is  still  in  a 
highly  fluid  situation.     We  were  getting  input  as  late  as 
5:00  p.m.  yesterday  afternoon  from  the  affected  agencies, 
and  we  wanted  to  make  sure  that  you  folks  were  able  to  have 
the  advantage  of  that  input. 
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Also  before  you,  you  have  some  issues  that  we 
believe  still  remain  to  be  addressed,  and  those  issues  --  I 
think  the  main  issue  is  whether  or  not  you  want  those  issues 
that  we've  given  to  you  to  be  included  within  the  report, 
whether  or  not  they're  germane  to  the  report,  whether  or  not 
they're  collateral,  or  should  be  subjects  for  further  study. 

At  this  point  in  time,  I  guess  I'd  like  to  turn  it 
over  to  Tom,  because  he  has  the  memos  up  there,  and  you  all 
have  them,  and  open  it  up  for  your  discussion  and  your 
decision. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Madame  Chairman  — 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yes. 

MR.  TOBIN:     —  just  to  tail  on  the  end,  what  I 
would  suggest  is  that  we  start  by  discussing  how  we're  going 
to  go  about  this  discussion,  to  know  that  we've  --  we  do 
have  those  issue  statements,  so  we  can  go  issue  by  issue, 
but  I  --  we're  not  trying  to  control  the  Commission's 
discussion,  and  I  know  some  commissioners  probably  have 
other  issues  that  aren't  covered  by  our  issue  statements 
that  need  to  be  discussed  as  well. 

And  I  certainly  also,  again,  want  to  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  you  have  several  items  with  fax 
cover  sheets  before  you:     Office  of  State  Architect;  in  your 
packets  was  one  from  the  California  State  University  system; 
and  one  from  the  University  of  California. 
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MR.  CRONIN:     And  the  other  thing  I'd  like  to  add 
to  this,  we  do  have  representatives  here,  I  believe,  from 
California  State  University,  the  Office  of  the  State 
Architect,  and  Caltrans.     I  do  not  believe  that  we  will  have 
a  representative  here  from  the  University  of  California. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     So,  we  can  ask 
questions  of  them  if  we  need  to. 

Just  --  if  I  might  just  make  a  brief  comment,  and 
that  is  that  I  would  assume  that  today  we  would  be  talking 
about  perhaps  some  amendments  and  changes  in  either  the 
content  or  the  form  of  the  report.     And  then  I  would  ask  the 
Commission  perhaps  to  give  the  authority  to  the  Executive 
Committee,  because  there's  going  to  have  to  be  some 
additional  staff  time  spent  on  this,  and  if  we  want  to  meet 
our  deadlines,  I  think  we're  going  to  have  to  ask  that  the 
Executive  Committee  give  it  a  final  review  after  staff  has 
refined  it,  and  then  to  send  it  off.     So,  that  may  be 
ultimately  the  long-term  procedure  that  we  use. 

But  right  now,  Commissioner  Cluf f ,  did  you  want  to 

lead  off? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Yes,  Madame  Chairman.  You 
just  hit  one  point  that  fits  into  what  I  —  the  question  I 
wanted  to  ask. 

Could  someone  clarify  just  what  the  process  and 
the  schedule  is  that  we're  trying  to  meet?     I  know 
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it's  — 

MR.  TOBIN:  Yes. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     Let's  go  back  and 
look  at  that.     I  think  there  is  —  that's  a  good  review-. 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  deadline  by  the  Executive  Order 
was  for  December  1 st .    What  the  staff  proposed  to  you  last 
August  or  so  was  that  we  —  since  today  would  be  the  last 
Commission  meeting  prior  to  December  1st,  that  this  be  the 
meeting  where  the  Commission  would  approve  the  report,  and 
then  the  staff  would  take  another  week  to  finish  the  report 
off,  incorporate  your  comments,  make  the  corrections 
necessary,  so  that  it  could  be  delivered  to  the  Governor's 
Office  one  week  later,  by  the  15th. 

That's  our  self-imposed  deadline,  which- I  still 
think  is  a  very  good  one,  because  the  purpose  of  this  report 
is  to  advise  the  Governor  while  he's  still  governor,  and 
also  to  provide  this  as  a  document  that  could  be  used  with 
the  transition  team  for  the  next  administration.  Since 
transition  begins  Friday,  as  I  understand  it,  the  sooner  we 
get  our  report  in,  the  more  effective  it's  going  to  be. 

So,  that's  --  that  would  be  our  schedule. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Peak? 

COMMISSIONER  PEAK:     On  Pages  —  to  get  into  a 
little  bit  of  specifics,  but  it's  sort  of  a  general  thing 
too,  particularly  on  Pages  11   and  12,  we  speak  about  the 
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enactment  of  Proposition  143.     And  I  think  that  was  written 
with  the  idea  that  143  was  going  to  be  enacted. 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  PEAK:     And  the  latest  results  I  have 
indicate  that  it  probably  is  dead.     And  that's  —  you're 
going  to  have  to  completely  rewrite  a  section  there, 
beginning  with  the  CSU  program,  the  next-to-the-last 
paragraph  on  Page  11.     I  think  there ,  through  the  end  of 
that  section,  there's  a  lot  of  things  that  indicate  what 
they  should  do  with  this  f landing  and  so  forth  if  it  becomes 
—  if  or  when  it  becomes  available.     And  it's  not  going  to 
become  available. 

MR.  CRONIN:     We  are  aware  of  that.  Commissioner 
Peak,  and  we  have  discussed  this.     Although  we  haven't 
written  anything  down,  we  are  aware  of  this  and  we  have 
discussed  how  we're  going  to  handle  this. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     By  general  way  of  -- 
and,  Commissioner  Iwan,  I'll  move  on  to  you  —  the  Executive 
Committee  did  talk  a  little  bit  this  morning  about  an 
executive  summary  in  the  front.     That  would  be  my  hope,  that 
we  would  create  an  executive  summary  for  this  document, 
because  I  believe  that  we  can  convince  a  number  of  people  to 
read  and  be  a  part  of  the  executive  summary.     I'm  not  sure 
they're  going  to  wade  through  the  entire  body  of  this, 
unless  they're  an  analyst  or  a  staff  member  required  to. 
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So,  my  hope  would  be  —  and  maybe  I  can  just  get 
that  on  the  record  now  as  my  request  —  that  we  develop  an 
executive  stimmary. 

Commissioner  Iwan? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:  Well,  this  may  go  along  with 
what  you  were  saying, 

I  would  like  to  just  commend  all  of  the  tremendous 
amount  of  work  that  went  into  this.     This  is  an  enormously 
difficult  process,  with  all  the  testimony  we've  heard.  And 
to  try  to  pull  out  of  that  the  right  things  and  give  the 
right  emphasis  and  balance,  I  think,  is  extremely  difficult. 

I  would  just  like  to  make  a  recommendation  and 
maybe  get  a  little  back  to  that. 

It  seems  to  me,  if  you  sit  back  and  look  at  this 
—  and  I  confess  that  I  was  so  caught  up  in  the  details  of 
it  that  when  I  responded  to  Tim  and  gave  him  suggestions ,  I 
found  myself  sort  of  editing,  and  not  taking  a  big  view. 
And  since  that  time,  I've  taken  a  little  bit  bigger  view. 
And  I  think  —  you  know,  you  asked  the  question,  "What  is 
this  going  to  ensure  that  seismic  safety  be  a  priority 
consideration  for  all  of  these  agencies?" 

And  I  think  it ' s  going  to  require  five  things , 
basically,  and  we  all  know  them.     It's  going  to  require  that 
there  be  a  stated  and  established  policy;  it's  going  to 
require  that  there  be  a  plan  that's  in  place  to  implement 
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that  policy;  it's  going  to  require  that  there  be  people  in 
the  positions  to    carry  out  that  plan,  that  the  people  have 
the  resources  to  do  that,  and  that  there  be  accountability. 

And  all  of  the  other  things  that  we're  talking 
about,  all  the  examples  and  all  the  little  caveats  that  are 
thrown  in,  I  think,  are  sort  illustrative,  or  should  be,  at 
least,  of  whether  or  not  that's  being  done. 

And  I  would  hope  that  we  might  write  this  in  such 
a  way  --  and  maybe  it's  the  executive  summary  --  that  it  can 
come  out  very  clearly  and  be  very  apparent  where  we  are  in 
each  of  these  agencies,  in  all  of  those  five  steps. 

And  I  think  that  some  agencies  are  doing  a  lot 
better  than  others  in  those  steps.     I  personally  believe 
that  in  the  area  of  accountability,  there  are  some  problems 
that  exist  in  all  of  the  agencies,  and  we  need  to  look  at 
that.     And  the  reason  I'm  saying  that  is,  I  think  that 
ultimately  the  accountability  that  we're  concerned  about  is 
accountability  to  the  citizens  of  the  State  of  California. 
And  how  does  this  translate  down  to  the  place  where  the 
citizens  hold  these  people  accountable? 

Maybe  the  Commission  needs  to  be  in  that 
situation.     I  don't  know,  but  there's  got  to  be  some  way, 
because  I  think  that  the  people  have  the  right  to  expect 
that  the  structures  that  they  inhabit  and  the  highways  that 
they  drive  on  will  meet  certain  standards  of  seismic  safety, 
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and  if,  in  fact,  seismic  safety  is  given  priority 
consideration.     And  we  need,  or  somebody  needs  to  make  sure 
that  the  citizens  have  a  voice  in  holding  these  people 
accountable  to  do  that . 

So,  I  —  this  is  a  general  comment,  but  I  would 
just  sort  of  hope  that  maybe  the  way  this  is  written  and 
structured,  those  big  things  might  come  booming  through,  and 
then  the  detail,  of  course,  to  support  those  would  be 
important . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     The  comment's  well  taken.  And 
I  hope  we  record  it.     I  watched  our  secretary  take  some  of 
that  down,  and  I  know  we  have  someone  recording  this. 

I  think  your  points  are  very  well  made.  And 
that's  what  I  think  needs  to  be  said  in,  as  you  point  out, 
an  executive  summary,  so  somebody  can  pick  that  up 
instantly,  who's  reading  it,  who's  digesting  it,  who  will 
have  the  ability  then  to  make  some  differences  as  this 
document  is  then,  hopefully,  implemented. 

Now  let's  move  on  to  other  comments. 

Commissioner  McCarthy. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,  I  would  add  one 
criteria  to  Bill's  list  of  five,  and  that  is,  with  the 
exception  of  Caltrans,  I  think  there  needs  to  be  legislation 
requiring  a  minimum  seismic  standard  to  be  imposed  upon  UC, 
the  Cal  State  system,  and  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect. 
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Everyone  else  in  California  has  the  same  rules  imposed  upon 
them.     I  don't  think  these  organizations  will  carry  the 
seismic  safety  program  out  unless  it's  required  by  law. 

The  —  when  we  had  the  testimony  from  the 
gentleman  from  UC,  he  specifically  mentioned,  repeatedly, 
that  the  asbestos  problem  and  the  handicapped  problem  were 
required  by  law  to  be  addressed,  and  those  they  had  to  do, 
regardless.     And  then  he  made  reference  to,  well,  when  it 
came  to  seismic  requirements,  that  that  was  weighed  against 
a  whole  series  of  other  priorities.     But  he  --  but  seismic 
—  handicapped  and  asbestos  had  to  be  addressed.     And  I 
think  we  need  to  be  put  in  the  same  category  as  handicapped 
access  and  asbestos. 

In  regards  to  the  --  to  Caltrans,  the  thing  that's 
different  about  Caltrans  is  their  product  that  failed  is 
their  end  work  product.     You  know,  you  compare  that  with  the 
University  of  California;  their  end  product  is  an  educated 
--  hopefully,  an  educated  citizen,  and  they  are  directing 
toward  that  end  product.     And  Caltrans,  Caltrans  is 
highways;  that  is  their  end  product. 

The  other  thing  that's  different  about  Caltrans  is 
their  work  exists  all  throughout  California.     You  know, 
Caltrans  is  very  much  like  an  arsonist  is  to  the  fire 
department,  because  it  —  once  in  a  while,  you  know,  a 
building  burns  down,  and  every  time  there's  an  earthquake. 
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some  bridges  fall  down.     And  so,  we  kind  of  need  Caltrans  in 
that  respect.     There  will  be  an  earthquake  in  the  area  that 
Caltrans'  product  exists  within  the  next  twenty  years, 
almost  —  really,  it's  certain,  big  enough  to  do  some 
damage.     So,  Caltrans  is  going  to  be  found  out,  you  know, 
much  more  quickly  than  —  hopefully,  than  any  of  these  other 
crews . 

And  I  thought ,  from  all  the  testimony  that 
Caltrans  gave  us,  that  they  understood  that  this  was  the 
situation,  and  that  they  —  and  they  had  made  a  dramatic 
change  in  their  viewpoint  towards  life.     And  I  felt,  with 
the  other  agencies,  they  really  didn't  understand  the  basic 
changes  required.     And  it  was  really  kind  of  business-as- 
usual,  maybe  with  a  little  bit  more  of  a  nuance  on  seismic 
safety,  but  not  significantly  so. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Thank  you. 

And  this  goes  back,  I  think,  to  a  point  that  was 
made  earlier  by  Commissioner  Peak.     There  was  a  heavy 
reliance  on  that  proposition  on  the  part  of  certain  of  the 
departments.     Now  that  has  to  shift,  and  they  have  to  be ,  I 
think,  flexible  enough  to  shift.     And  we  need  to  point  that 
out  very  clearly,  that  they're  going  to  have  to  draw, 
perhaps  now,  funding  from  other  resources  that  they  had 
maybe  earmarked  for  another  type  of  project,  but  that's  part 
of  the  commitment  that  has  to  be  made. 
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Other  comments  on  the  report? 

Commissioner  Umemoto,  you're  looking  like  you 
might  like  to  comment. 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:      Well,  I  have  quite  a  few 

comments . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Well,  this  is  —  this  is  the 
time  to  make  them. 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:     I  think  I  definitely  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Are  you  on  the  —  is  your 
microphone  on,  Commissioner  Umemoto? 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:  No. 

I  definitely  agree  that  we  need  to  structure  the 
report  in  line  with  those  five  points  that  were  mentioned. 
And  I  think  that  that  puts  it  into  kind  of  an  organization 
format  that  I  think  would  be  conducive  to  follow-up  by  the 
transition  team  and  the  next  administration. 

There  are  certain  areas  where,  I  think,  in  the 
document  itself,  that  mention  certain  items  that  I  think 
that  we  need  more  data  to  make  some  of  those  kinds  of 
assertions . 

I  think  one  example  deals  with  Stanford  University 
and  their  policies  and  procedures  on  investment  capital 
outlay  funds.     I  don't  recall  a  whole  lot  of  that  during  the 
testimony,  and  I'd  like  to  see  that  on  paper  before  we  make 
that  kind  of  assertion,  that  Stanford's  done  this  and  the 
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University  of  California  hasn't  done  kind  of  the  same,  so 
that  we're  comparing  apples  with  apples  as  opposed  to  apples 
with  oranges. 

There's  certainly  a  differentiation  between 
Stanford  and  UC.     Stanford  can  assess  certain  fees 
accordingly,  without  —  I  mean,  just  their  board  of 
trustees.     The  University  of  California,  in  terms  of  their 
fees  to  their  students,  is  structured  a  lot  differently,  so 
that  in  terms  of  how  they  can  administer  some  of  their 
funds,  it's  a  lot  different. 

I  don't  know  if  it's  appropriate  to  be  saying  some 
of  the  things  that  were  mentioned  about  Stanford,  at  this 
point. 

I'm  not  --  another  point  that  I  have  is  on  the 
project-based  versus  program-based  policies.     I'm  not 
familiar  enough  with  either  to  make  a  statement  that  we 
should  be  recommending  one  or  the  other.     I  think  we 
basically  had  one  day  and  a  report  with  certain 
recommendations  on  going  to  more  of  a  program-based,  but 
maybe  there  should  be  some  modifications  of  that  concept, 
the  project-  and  program-based. 

So,  in  terms  of  a  Commission  position,  to  say  that 
we're  recommending  a  program-based  mechanism,  my  personal 
viewpoint ,  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  that  —  look  at  that 
issue  much  further  to  see  a  combination  of  its  cost- 
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effectiveness  to  its  effectiveness,  seeing  if  there's  any 
kind  of  modification  that  could  be  using  some  of  the 
concepts  between  the  first  and  --  I  mean,  maybe  what  we're 
looking  at  is  a  combination  program-/  project-based,  because 
there  are  certain  projects,  certainly,  that  we  need  to  take 
things  one  step  at  a  time,  and  with  the  availability  of 
funding,  that  —  I  mean,  just  like  Proposition  143,  you  can 
go  through  certain  phases  of  the  project,  but  if  you  don't 
have  the  follow-up  money  available,  then  what  do  you  do? 

So,  then  you  --  then,  if  you  go  with  the  program- 
based  format ,  you  invest  a  certain  amount  of  money  for  that 
capital  project,  and  then,  all  of  a  sudden.  Prop  143  doesn't 
pass.     Then  where  are  you? 

So,  I  think,  at  least  on  a  personal  standpoint, 
I'm  not  familiar  enough  with  those  mechanisms  that  —  to  go 
forward  and  say  that  I  would  recommend  that.     I  think  we 
need  to  --  I  personally  would  need  to  look  into  it  much 
further . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

Staff,   do  you  have  any  comment? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,   on  the  matter  of  project-based 
versus  program-based,  staff  is  not  expert  in  this  area  of 
capital  outlay  planning,  but  at  your  meeting  at  the  Dunfey 
Hotel,  Richard  Conrad  did  present  the  task  force  report  that 
we  had  given  all  of  you  that  evaluated  the  capital  outlay 
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program  by  the  state.     And  we  were  drawing  on  the 
conclusions  from  this  task  force,  in  terms  of  their 
recommendations  on  improving  the  state's  capital  outlay 
program. 

The  language  you  see  in  the  report  is  the  product 
of  the  task  force,  not  our  sort  of  winging  it  and  making  it 
up  as  it  goes  along.     The  task  force  did,  very,  very 
clearly,  conclude  that  program-based  budgeting  in  the  style 
that  Caltrans  uses  allows  projects  that  need  to  go  ahead 
faster  to  move  ahead  faster,  because  it  stays  inconsistent 
with  the  program  --  the  program  criteria. 

And  if  you  look  at  the  CSU  response  that  we  gave 
you  that  showed  a  phased  program  in  particular,  a  --  you 
know,  they  very  clearly  showed  the  phases  that  they  have  to 
go  through  in  order  to  have  a  --  to  pour  concrete,  or  to 
carry  out  an  actual  construction  project.     There  are  steps 
required  by  that  process,  to  do  a  feasibility  study,  to  do 
plans  and  working  drawings,  and  each  of  those  steps,  you  -- 
if  it  takes  less  than  a  year  to  do  a  step,  you  wait  until 
the  annual  time  comes  for  it  to  be  in  the  next  year's 
capital  outlay  program. 

If  you  look  at  CSU ' s  projects,  they  were  doing  a 
study,  coming  up  with  a  —  their  priority  list,  then  they 
were  doing  the  initial  studies  for  each  of  the  projects, 
then  they  were  coming  back  for  money  for  construction  and 
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drawings ,  and  then  they  were  coming  back  for  construction 
money.     And  the  first  construction  was  happening  in  19  95. 

And,  you  know,  we  can        we  can  criticize  Cal 
State  University  for  giving  us  that  schedule,  but  the  fact 
is,  they  have  no  choice.     And  it's  not  them  who's  trying  to 
be  --  go  slow;  it's  the  process  that  they  have  to  follow. 

You  know,  if  we  want  to  see  seismic  safety 
projects,  retrofitting  projects,  move  ahead,  there's  got  to 
be  a  way  to  spring  free  of  that  process,  because  the  process 
means  we  just  wait  until  it's  —  until  they  do  it.  And 
that's  —  I  think  that  was  —  that  same  process  came  through 
quite  clearly  in  the  Department  of  General  Services  program, 
as  well  as  in  the  UC  program.     And  that's  what  we  were 
trying  to  hit  with  this. 

I  think  it's  a  very  important  recommendation.  We 
might  be  in  too  deep,  but  the  language  that  we  added  was 
that,  at  least  for  seismic  strengthening  programs,  we've  got 
to  find  a  better  way  to  do  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Mr.  Cronin,  and  then 
Commissioner  Cluff. 

MR.  CRONIN:     I'd  like  to  --  I'd  like  to  re- 
emphasize  what  Tom  said.     The  staff  does  feel  that  it's  a 
very  important,  if  not  absolutely  critical,  recommendation. 

Regarding  Commissioner  Umemoto ' s  concerns 
regarding  Prop  143  and  how  —  at  least  to  the  process,  that 
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we  would  actually  submit,  irrespective  of  whether  you're 
talking  about  a  project-based  process  or  a  program-based 
process,  you  don't  finance  either  "on  the  come,"  so  to 
speak,  as  appears  to  have  been  done  through  Prop  143. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Or  you  have  an  alternative 

plan. 

MR.  CRONIN:     You  have  to  —  or  a  contingency  plan. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     This,  there  was  no  contingency 
plan  brought  out. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Right.  Absolutely. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And,  you  know,  I  go  back  to 
thinking  about  the  budgetary  process  in  government.     And  you 
just  have  to  take  from  another  program,  maybe,  and  there  was 
no  indication  of  what,  quote,  "program"  are  we  taking  from. 
And  it  may  not  even  be  the  capital  outlay  program  that  you 
have  to  ultimately  get  into. 

MR.  CRONIN:  Right. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I  mean,  that's  kind  of  a  fact 

of  life. 

Mr.  --oh,  pardon  me. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Yeah.     Commissioner  Umemoto  also 
brought  up  a  question  with  regard  to  what  Stanford 
University  is  doing. 

This  is  information  that  we  received  in  our  office 
November  1st,  so  —  a  week  ago.     We  have  a  copy  of  —  the 
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president  of  Stanford,  Don  Kennedy,  created  an  Earthquake 
Risk  Management  Commission  that  presented  its  report  to  him 
in  October,  and  this  transmittal  letter  that  we  received 
said: 

"You  will  note  that  the  Building 
Strategy  Section  indicates  that  the 
funds  to  strengthen  URM  buildings  and 
several  other  non-URM  buildings  has  been 
identified.     The  funding  has  been 
recently  approved  by  the  board  of 
trustees,  and  retrofit  work  has  already 
begun.     A  continuing  effort  to  evaluate 
all  our  buildings  is  also  progressing. 
Our  present  plan  is  to  complete  the 
retrofit  of  all  potentially  hazardous 
buildings,  URM  and  non-URM,  by  1999." 
And  we  have  a  copy  of  their  commission's  report. 
So,  you  know,  I  agree  the  Commission  has  not  heard 
this.     We  have  not  had  this  presentation  to  it.  It's 
something  that's  happened  very,  very  recently,  but  we 
thought  it  was  really  quite  germane,  in  terms  of  an 
organization  with  sort  of  a  campus  of  problems  to  deal  with. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Maybe  you  could  make  a  copy  of 
that  available  to  any  of  the  commissioners  that  are  —  or 
you  did? 
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MR.  TOBIN:     No.     No,  we  didn't.     But  I'd  love  to 
make  copies  available,  if  you  want. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Cluff? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     With  regard  to  the 
process  and  setting  priorities  for  all  of  these  agencies, 
and  also  Commissioner  McCarthy's  concern  about  comparing 
Caltrans  with  the  university  system,  in  terms  of  their 
attention,  not  placing  a  high  enough  priority,  what's  going 
to  change  that.  Bob,  is  an  earthquake  occurring  near 
Berkeley  or  UCLA  or  somewhere,  and  five  or  six  buildings 
collapsing,  and  then  you'll  see  a  tremendous  shift. 

And  this  brings  me  to  my  concern  and  a 
recommendation,  to  see  if  we  can't  put  a  process  —  a 
screening  process  in  there  that'll  help  focus  on  that  and 
help  prevent,  if  not  minimize,  the  impact  of  that  happening. 
And  so,  if  there  would  be  some  way  that  we  could  get  these 
folks  to,  in  screening  —  a  first  screen,  in  my  mind,  that 
should  be  used  is  to  look  at  the  likelihood  of  future 
earthquakes  occurring. 

It's  very  clear  to  me,  based  on  the  Working  Group 
of  Earthquake  Probabilities,  that  we  have  four  or  five,  or 
maybe  six  segments  of  the  San  Andreas  system  that  we  clearly 
can  say  that  any  highly  vulnerable  buildings  within  10  or  15 
miles,  or  structures,  that  those  should  be  given  absolutely 
the  highest  priority,  and  those  should  be  mitigated,  in  my 
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judgment,  within  the  next  couple  of  years. 

And  if  you  use  that  to  set  the  priorities  —  what 
we  see  right  now  is,  from  the  university  system,  they're  not 
going  to  get  to  some  of  those  buildings  for  ten,  twenty 
years.     And  so,  we're  guaranteeing  that  the  crisis  is  going 
to  be  created  out  of  killing  a  lot  of  people  on  the 
campuses . 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  have  a  mechanism  here 
of  a  first  screen  that  would  be  a  very  logical  one  to  set 
some  priorities. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Is  there  a  way  to  incorporate 

that? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Well,  I'll  see  if  I  can't 
write  up  a  paragraph  that  would  address  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.  Great. 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  think  we  need  a  paragraph  that  would 
sort  of  substantiate  it,  if  you  will,  or  explain  it. 
COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:  Yeah. 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  then,  what  we  do  is  make  a 
recommendation  to  that  effect. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And  maybe  lead  them  to  a 
reference,  even,  of  what  document  they  may  use  to  — 

Commissioner  Fratessa  or  Commissioner  Iwan.  I'm 
sorry.     I  saw  some  indication  there. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     I  quivered,  over  here. 
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(Laughter) 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     I've  got  paper  overload, 
because  I'd  swear  I  read  that  in  the  last  24  hours,  that 
that  was  described.     And  maybe  it  was  under  acceptable  risk.. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     That  was  something  I  think  I 
may  have  sent  to  you. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     Well,  I  would  like  to  say 
that  I  have  a  number  of  new  little  comments  I'm  going  to 
just  pass  along. 

Professor  and  Commissioner  Iwan,  I  think,  brought 
something  out  for  me,  and  that  was,  we've  all  read  in  detail 
and  with  all  these  little  things,  and  then  we  back  off  and 
get  the  big  concept,  and  it  seems  we're  right.     And  I'm  just 
sitting  here  trying  to  see  how  the  document  can  be 
effective,  and  I  like  his  idea  of  --  whether  it's  called  an 
executive  summary  —  but  have  the  meat  of  this  thing  up 
front,  because  the  text  here  makes  a  lot  of  good  points. 

And  so,  what  I  was  --  I  was  looking  at  is  that  he 
said  —  I  wrote  these  down  —  the  policy,  plan,  people, 
resources,  and  accountability  --  if  that  —  the  first  part 
of  this,  or  the  executive  summary  of  this,  if  we  started  by 
saying  we  believe  those  are  the  five  key  issues  and  justify 
that,  and  now,  instead  of  going  agency  by  agency,  we  go  and 
say,   "Have  they  each  got  a  policy?,"  and  then  grade  them  out 
on  that,  very  quickly,  then  "Do  they  each  have  a  plan?,"  and 
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grade  them  out,  so  somebody  could  go  through  and  say,  "is 
the  policy  consistent?    Do  they  all  have  policies?    Do  they 
all  have  plans?    Do  they  all  have  people  who  are 
responsible?,"  and  then  we  could  make  our  point  in  that 
manner . 

Addressing  Commissioner  Cluff,  under  policy  and 
plan,  you  could  raise  your  very  issue  that  there  should  be  a 
statewide  policy  of  that  prioritization,  and  after  that's 
clear,  each  local  group  has  to  have  a  local  policy.     And  so, 
we  can  make  that  point  very,  very  well. 

So,  I  would  encourage  us  to  go  ahead  and  have  this 
executive  summary,  making  these  —  first  convincing  the 
reader  that  those  are  the  key  five  points  —  maybe  you'd 
have  a  sixth  or  whatever  —  and  then  grading  out  each  of  the 
agencies  on  those  five  points,  which,  to  me,  would  be 
effective . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Thank  you.     A  point  well  taken. 

MR.  TOBIN:     There's  —  another  reviewer  has 
suggested  a  different  format.     And  I  think  I  like  yours 
better,  but  I  think  I'd  like  to  also  throw  out  this  other 
format  for  you  to  consider  as  well. 

And  that  format  would  be  to  repeat  each  of  the 
orders  from  the  --  from  the  Executive  Order,  so  that  an 
order  says,  "The  Department  —  the  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  shall  do  the  following  things," 
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and  then  —  as  part  of  the  Executive  Order  —  and  then, 
beneath  that ,  we  would  evaluate  that  department ' s  submittal 
as  to  whether  or  not  it  has  accomplished  the  requirement  of 
the  Executive  Order.     Then  the  second  —  the  next  order 
would  be  ordering  somebody  else  to  do  something,  and  then 
we'd  evaluate  that.     And  there,  the  format  of  this  executive 
summary,  rather  than  being  driven  by  the  five  key  issues 
that  Commissioner  Iwan  mentioned,  would  be  driven  by  the 
four  key  orders  of  the  Executive  Order. 

So,  I  just  —  I  think  I  like  --  I  mean,  it's 
clearer  to  me  what  Commissioner  Iwan  has  said,  but  the  other 
one ,  perhaps ,  speaks  back  to  the  Governor  in  the  language 
that  he  spoke  to  the  agencies  themselves. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I  guess  I  would  be  —  but  I 
just  —  but  I  think  that  would  be  very  interesting  also,  and 
to  have  that  in  an  appendix,  I  think,  would  be  extremely 
useful.     But  as  it  goes  agency  by  agency,  then  I  think  it 
misses  some  of  the  linkages  that  were  being  talked  about. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yeah,  right. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     And  I  hope  that  our  view  maybe 
is  cross-agency  as  well  as  just  focusing  on  the  individual 
agency.     But  a  collection  like  that  at  the  end  in  an 
appendix,  I  think,  certainly  would  be  useful  and  could  be 
done,  I  would  think,  rather  succinctly.     They  can  just  write 
down  the  charge  and  then,  you  know,  based  upon  what's 
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already  been  written,  you  don't  have  to  rewrite  it,  just  a 
brief  summary  with  some  bullets  could  be  useful. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Fratessa? 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     That's  interesting, 
because  my  —  what  needs  to  go  in  —  if  we  did  this  five- 
point  thing,  what  would  go  in  the  first  paragraph  is  to 
convince  the  reader  that  to  effectively  have  responded  to 
the  Governor's  order,  you'd  need  to  have  addressed  these 
five  points.     So,  we  would  make  the  convincing  argument  in 
the  first  paragraph  that  it  is  responsive  to  those  four 
directives  from  the  Governor  that  you  have  to  have  these 
five  points,  meaning  that  you've  done  them.  • 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

Yes.     Commissioner  Kockelman? 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  kind  of  sense  that 
there  were  kind  of  four  main  shortfalls  in  the  four 
agencies'  response,  and  they  all  —  they  all  varied.     And  I 
think  this  is  a  golden  opportunity  to  make  a  strong 
statement  to  the  Governor,  maybe  a  chance  we'll  never  get 
again. 

And  those  four  shortfalls  I'd  like  to  see  sent 
forward  to  the  Governor  in  this  kind  of  form  —  I  sent  this 
all  to  you  in  a  two-page  memo,  and  it  lies  on  the  last  page, 
and  it's  quite  simple. 

I  don't  think  all  the  structures  are  identified. 
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and  I  think  there's  new  ones  like  the  Rice  Daniels  recital 
thing.     And  I  think  there  are  some  other  buildings  they're 
talking  about,  some  kind  of  popular  concrete,  that  may  not 
be  safe.     So,  I'd  like  to  have  us  recommend  to  the  Governor 
that  we  ought  to  get  those  structures  identified.     And  the 
four  agencies  are  in  various  statuses  of  getting  those, 
including  Caltrans .     So,  I  don't  think  it's  an 
insurmountable  thing.     But  I  think  you  can  do  what  Cluff 
said,  about  the  probability  of  earthquakes,  by  giving  those 
priorities,  if  they  know  which  structures  might  go  down,  are 
subject  to  collapse,  or  have  a  life-threatening  hazard. 

The  second  thing,  it's  been  mentioned  over  and 
over  again  that  the  agencies  have  different  kinds  of 
priorities.     And  Baker  was  quite  honest  when  he  said  that  if 
they  didn't  get  the  money,  if  they  didn't  get  the 
legislation,  they  weren't  going  to  be  able  to  give  those 
buildings  priority.     They  have  asbestos  and  handicapped  and 
everything.     So,  I'd  like  to  see  not  just  an  executive 
order,  but  I'd  like  to  see  explicit  legislation  that  tells 
the  agencies  that  they  are  going  to  give  seismic  safety  some 
kind  of  priority.     I  don't  think  they're  going  to  do  it  on 
their  own.     It's  unreasonable  to  ask  them. 

The  third  area  is,  they're  going  to  need  adequate 
funds.  And  the  UC  proposition  failed.  I've  given  you  some 
clippings  about  the  future  state  of  the  economy.     And  I 
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think  we're  goino  to  have  to  recommend  to  the  Governor  that 
there  has  to  be  an  appropriation,  an  allocation  of  funds,  to 
do  these  things. 

And  last  of  all,  Lloyd  mentioned  it,  and  Tom,  in 
each  letter  to  the  agency,  said  they've  got  some  buildings 
they'll  never  get  to,  they've  got  some  buildings  that  will 
take  them  ten  years.     I  think,  even  if  they've  identified 
the  buildings  and  even  if  they've  got  legislation  to  do  it, 
and  even  if  they've  got  the  money  to  do  it,  it's  going  to 
take  them  ten  years  to  do  these  buildings.     And  I  think  that 
we'd  be  remiss  in  not  suggesting  to  the  Governor,  in  some 
kind  of  gentle  way,  that  the  occupants  and  users  of  these 
life-threatening  facilities  ought  to  be  warned  in  some  way. 
If  you're  against  putting  a  notice  up  on  the  doorway,  give 
them  some  other  kind  of  a  warning. 

I  don't  think  that  engineers  and  managers  or  this 
Commission  should  keep  among  themselves  this  kind  of  life- 
threatening  knowledge.     I  think  we  should  really  tell  the 
simple,  innocent,  old,  young,  handicapped  people,  which 
buildings  might  come  down. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Thank  you,  Mr.  Kockelman. 

Commissioner  — 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     I'd  like  to  take  the 
opportunity  to  —  obviously,  I  didn't  communicate  very 
accurately  to  Bill  Kockelman. 
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The  point  on  probability,  Bill,  is  that  that  has 
to  be  the  first  priority.     You  have  to  start  there  first. 
You  identify  the  six  or  eight  places  in  the  State  of 
California  that  has  limited  geographical  extent,  and  then 
you  concentrate  your  resources  to  do  what  you  said.  You 
don't  start  identifying  structures  until  you've  identified 
the  geographic  area  where  you  know  you  have  a  high 
likelihood  in  the  next  few  years  of  a  large  earthquake. 
Then  you  concentrate  your  resources  in  that  area  and  start 
doing  that  second  part,  but  you  don't  do  them 
simultaneously. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  probably  didn ' t.  convey 
ray  understanding  as  well  as  I  should. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  agree  with  you,  Lloyd. 
COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     And  I  think  your  Working 
Group,  of  which  you  were  a  key  member,  sets  forth  these 
probabilities  in  Northern  and  Southern  California  very,  very 
well.     But  I  think  the  second  prerequisite  is  you  have  to 
know  which  buildings  might  come  down.     And  then  you  spring 
forth  with  your  priority  system. 

I  completely  agree  with  you. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  McCarthy, 
and  then  Mr.  Tobin. 
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COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,  very  briefly,  we 
will  have  a  report  on  posting  buildings  at  the  next  meeting 
in  December,  which  does  tie  in  to  what  Bill  was  saying.  And 
we  did  get  some  very  interesting  viewpoints  from  the 
attorneys,  that  were  telling  us,  in  effect,  that  a  building 
owner  might  be  making  a  mistake  in  not  protecting  himself  by 
letting  people  know  about  what  goes  on,  which  was  a 
different  --  which  was  a  new  view,  as  far  as  I  was 
concerned . 

But  that  --  anyway,  that  will  be  addressed  next 

month . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

Mr.  Tobin,  and  then  Commissioner  Scott. 

MR.  TOBIN:     I'm  wanting  to  discuss  a  little  bit 
Commissioner  Cluff 's  recommendation  that  the  priorities 
should  be  driven,  I  think,  singly  by  the  six  high- 
probability  segments  associated  with  the  San  Andreas  Fault 
system,  and  that  we  know  much  of  California  is  certainly 
within  range  of  other  faults  that  weren't  addressed  and 
capable  of  having  magnitude  6  events  virtually  every  year. 

We  also  have  some  buildings  that  are  probably 
within,  by  the  University  of  California  classification, 
"poor"  and  "very  poor"  that,  I  would  submit,  should  be  both 
identified  and  addressed  just  as  quickly,  regardless  of  how 
far  they  are  from  the  six  segments  associated  with  the  San 
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Andreas  Fault  system,  because  most  of  these  buildings  are 
rather  high -occupancy ,  dangerous  structures  that  could  have 
life-threatening  failure  in  events  that  have  not  been 
addressed  by  the  Working  Group. 

In  particular,  what  causes  me  a  bit  of  concern  is 
that  I  would  guess  that  the  UCLA  campus  would  be  more  than 
10  miles  from  the  --  from  one  of  those  segments,  and  I'm 
sure  that  the  Long  Beach  State  campus  would  be  more  than  1 0 
miles  away.     And,  you  know,  certainly  within  those  two 
campuses,  there  are  probably  some  buildings  that,  you  know, 
independent  of  the  Working  Group's  probability,  should  be 
addressed.    They  probably,  would  have  failures,  even  though 
they're  more  than  10  miles  distant,  because  of  those  events, 
as  well. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yeah.     Let  me  just  re.spond. 
I  agree  with  you,  Tom.     And  this  has  come  out  of  the 
application  of  this  priority-setting  process  to  the  utility 
industry.     I  have,  as  the  utility  representative  on  the 
Commission,  been  working  with  a  number  of  utilities, 
addressing  this,  "Where  do  we  start  first?"     And  this  is 
what  the  Utility  Working  Group  on  Seismic  Safety  has  adopted 
now.     And  we've  looked  at  the  entire  State  of  California, 
and  we're  looking  at  electric  and  gas  systems  with  regard  to 
this . 

And  we  have  two  ways  of  setting  the  criteria  for 
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selecting  scenario  earthquakes.     And  one  is  the  high 
probability  of  occurrence,  and  the  other  one  is  --  that 
addresses  yours  —  that  I  failed  to  mention  is,  any  fault 
that  would  have  a  high  —  a  significant  societal  impact, 
like  the  Newport-Inglewood  —  and  that  was  one  that  Southern 
Cal  Edison  said  they  just  can't  ignore  that,  even  though  it 
doesn't  come  up  high  on  the  earthquake  probabilities  —  that 
clearly  has  a  high  societal  impact,  so  you've  got  to  mix 
that  in  and  balance  it  with  both  of  them. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Scott,  I  think 

you  — 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     Well,  just  a  quick  comment 
and  a  query. 

I'd  like  to  go  back  and  make  a  comment  or  two 
about  Commissioner  Iwan's  five-point  plan  or  format.     I  like 
that  very  much,   the  whole  thing.     And  ending  up  with  an 
emphasis  on  accountability  and  looking  into  the  future, 
progress  in  the  future,  I  like  that  very  much  too. 

It  seems  to  me,  on  the  whole  accountability  thing, 
you  have  to  have  internal,  that  is,  agency  by  agency,  use. 
You  have  to  have  some  system  of  a  policy  accepted  at  the  top 
level,  and  then  some  system  of  accountability,  to  be  sure  it 
gets  done. 

But  in  terms  of  accountability  to  the  more  general 
public,  ultimately  the  people  of  the  State  of  California, 
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there  needs  to  be  some  way  of  ensuring  that  kind  of 
accountability  and,  it  would  seem  to  me,  some  kind  of 
periodic  —  not  too  infrequent  either  —  periodic  sort  of 
independent  review  of  their  policies  and  their  —  and  the 
implementation  progress,  and  their  future  plans,  and  then 
their  --  the  effectiveness  of  their  accountability. 

Now,  how  this  should  be  done,  I  don't  know.  One 
possibility,  obviously,  might  be  an  organization  like  the 
Seismic  Safety  Commission.     It  might  look  a  little  bit 
forward  or  pushy  on  our  part  to  say  that  explicitly,  but  it 
seems  to  me,  nevertheless,  that  this  overall  accountability, 
independent  review  and  accountability  function,  somehow 
ought  to  be  worked  in. 

And  then  --  end  of  comment. 

Now,  one  quick  query.     I  know  it's  very  important 
to  hear  from  all  the  Commission  members,  because  we've 
gotten  exceedingly  valuable  inputs  this  morning.     I  know 
that  within  the  last  24  hours,  we've  had  two  or  three 
responses  from  some  of  the  agencies.     Coming  to  the  point, 
is  there  going  to  be  time  to  hear  anything  about  those,  or 
are  we  pretty  well  running  out  of  time  to  have  any  kind  of 
discussion  of  sort  of  the  feel  of  their  responses? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Of  the  responses?     Well,   if  you 
look  at  your  agenda,  you  have  about  five  minutes,  because  I 
—  I  recognize  that,  you  know,  the  acceptable  level  of  risk 
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report  is  important,  and  Commissioner  Eberle's  report  has 
some  participation  as  well.     So,  I  don't  know  what  we  can  do 
in  about  five  minutes,  but  I'm  willing  to  offer  that  time, 
if  there's  any  —  there's  any  comment  on  some  of  those 
reports . 

Commissioner  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  Madame  Chairman,  I  would  -- 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Mr.  Tobin? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Madame  Chairman,  I  would  recommend 
that  we  continue  this  as  long  as  we  can 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  TOBIN:  because  it's,  I  think,  the  most 

important  action  the  Commission's  going  to  take.     And  I 
would  certainly  —  I  would  recommend  that  --  I  don't  want  to 
sort  of  commit  this  right  away,  but  from  1:30  to  3:30,  we 
have  a  workshop  on  the  hazard  reduction  program,  and  that's 
awfully  important  to  us,  but  it's  --  you  know,  it's  not  as 
timely  as  this  item.     And  there's  two  hours  right  there  that 
you  could  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  TOBIN:     —  extend  the  discussion  into,  if 
necessary.     And,  you  know,  maybe  some  of  the  other  items 
could  be  compressed.     But  this  is  clearly  important. 

COMMISSIONER  EBERLE:     Squeeze  lunch  a  little  too. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Well,  yes,  and  we  can  easily  do 


35 

that. 

My  thought  would  be  --  is  what  you're  asking. 
Commissioner  Scott,  that  those  reports  that  —  if  there's 
somebody  here  that  wants  to  comment  on  those,  that  that 
perhaps  be  done?     Or  are  you  asking  the  staff  for  their 
comments?     I  don't  know  when  — 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:  I  guess,  initially,  to  start 
it  off,  if  there's  more  than  three  minutes  or  five  minutes, 
at  least  ask  the  staff  what's  their  evaluation  of  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     —  these  most  recent 

responses . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  Madame  Chairman,  I  would  suggest 
that  some  of  the  comments  that  have  been  brought  up  by  the 
agencies  —  and  I  think  we  have  to  take  some  time  to  look  at 
their  handwriting  as  well  --  but  some  of  them  are  already 
covered  in  some  of  the  issue  statements  that  we  have 
prepared  to  help  guide  the  discussion.     And  I  would  suggest 
that  perhaps  if  we  go  through  the  issue  statements,  it  will 
then  address  some  of  the  questions  that  have  been  raised  by 
the  agencies. 

And  we  do  have  a  copy  of  the  reports  by  each  of 
the  agencies.     And  the  people  who  are  here,  I  think  that  — 
you  know,   if  they  would  like  to  say  something  to  the 
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Commission,  I  mean,  I  think  we  should  give  them  the  time  to 
do  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     All  right. 
Commissioner  Cluff? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Well,  I  guess,  by  their 
absence,  I'm  concerned  that  the  University  of  California 
isn't  represented  here,  or  --  is  the  State  University 
'system? 

MR.  CRONIN:     The  State  University  system  is  here. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Is  here.     So,  the  University 
of  Cal  isn't.     Maybe  they're  just  busy  with  other  things, 
but  I'm  wondering  if  there's  something  special  about  their 
not  being  here  that  we  need  to  address. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Vice  President  Baker  called  Mr.  Cronin 
last  night  about  five  o'clock  and  —  and  I  just  heard  about 
the  conversation  this  morning,  and  I  think  Mr.  Cronin  should 
relay  what  Mr.  Baker  said. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Just  to  make  sure  that  I  got  the 
conversation  correctly,  I  did  take  some  notes.     According  to 
my  watch,  it  was  about  4:58  p.m.  yesterday  afternoon.     I  got 
a  phone  call  from  Vice  President  William  Baker  of  the 
University  of  California.     He  told  me  that  he  was  very 
unhappy  with  the  report,  very  unhappy  with  our  observations 
and  comments,  and  told  me  that  the  Commission  doesn't 
understand  how  the  world  works,  also  told  me  that  the 
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University  was  not  inclined  to  cooperate  with  us  any 
further . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     That  was  simple,  wasn't  it? 
MR.  CRONIN:     That's  it  in  a  nutshell. 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Well,  I  guess  that's  --  I 
sensed  that  something  like  that  was  behind  it. 

And,  again,  for  all  of  the  agencies,  I  hope  that 
they  view  that  our  role  here  and  our  mode  of  operation  is 
one  to  work  together  in  a  cooperative  fashion,  rather  than 
to  get  into  an  adversarial  kind  of  thing.     And  I'm  concerned 
that  it  looks  like  the  University  of  California,  at  least 
for  some  reason,  the  lack  of  proper  perspective  or  whatever, 
on  both  ours  and  their  part,  has  moved  over  into  that 
adversarial  point. 

And  I'm  saddened  to  see  that  that's  what's 
happened.     And  maybe  we  ought  to  think  about  ways  that  we 
can  salvage  that  situation. 

MR.  CRONIN:     I  would  also  like  to  add  that  earlier 
in  the  afternoon,  that  I  had  talked  to  Ms.  Carol  Copperud, 
from  Vice  President  Baker's  office,  and  suggested  that  if 
they  did  not  want  to  send  somebody  to  address  the  concerns 
that  we  raised  in  our  report,  that  they  at  least  send 
somebody  to  monitor  the  meeting  so  they  —  so  that  they  know 
what  is  going  on  here. 
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I'd  like  the  —  I'd  like  the  Commission  to  also 
note  that  from  day  one  on  this  thing,  we've  been  up-front  on 
our  schedule.     We  also  have  been  up-front  with  them  as  far 
as  seeking  their  input,  meeting  with  them,  and  also  letting 
them  know  from  day  one  that  they  were  more  than  welcome  to 
address  the  final  draft  of  the  report  that  would  be 
discussed  here  today. 

The  bottom  line  is,  to  put  it  in  the  vernacular, 
we  have  not  tried  to  sandbag  them,  and  I'd  like  to  put  that 
on  the  record. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Madame  Chairman,  a  point 
of  order  here.     If  it's  clear  —  Commissioner  Cluff  and  the 
staff's  idea  to  put  this  on  the  record,  I  suggest  that  it  be 
put  on  verbatim,  since  there's  no  --  you  know,  it  isn't 
heavily  edited  until  it's  --  I  think  it's  a  fair  exchange  of 
views,  and  I  think  it  ought  to  be  on  verbatim,  of  Baker, 
yours,  and  the  staff. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Let  me  just  note  for  the 
record,  there  is  a  transmittal  that  comes  to  us  from  Mr. 
William  Baker,  November  7th.     It's  something  that  was,  I 
guess,  handed  out  today,  and  that  would  certainly  be  a  part 
of  the  record,  indicating  certain  things,  some  of  which 
might  be  inferred  by  some  of  the  comments  that  were  made 
aarlier . 

The  --  I  think  what  I  would  like  to  do,  however. 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


39 


is  move  from  this  point  —  this  is  something  we  are  going  to 
have  to  deal  with,  but  in  fairness  to  those  who  are  in 
audience ,  who  want  to  participate  and  work  with  the 
Commission,  I  think  perhaps  we  we  need  to  go  back  to  them 
and  perhaps  leave  this  for  a  discussion  maybe  this 
afternoon. 

If  that  would  be  all  right  with  the  Commission, 
I'd  kind  of  like  to  do  that,  if  that  would  be  appropriate. 
I'm  not  --  I  think,  in  fairness  to  everybody  that's  here, 
let's  take  the  positive  first  and  deal  with  the  other  in  a 
moment. 

COMMISSIONER  BERNSON:     Unfortunately,   I'm  not 
going  to  be  able  to  be  here  this  afternoon  — 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right. 

COMMISSIONER  BERNSON:     —  but  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  this,  because  I  think  it's  important. 

You  have  to  think  in  terms  of  what  this  document's 
going  to  mean,  not  just  on  what  we  presented,  but  what  it's 
going  to  mean  in  the  future.     After  we  have  a  major  event, 
we're  going  to  look  at  this  document  and  say,  "What  did  we 
do  as  a  commission,  what  did  we  do  as  a  state,  to  make  sure 
that  we  didn't  have  the  loss  of  life  and  other  things?" 

And  I  think  it's  very  unfortunate  that  the 
University  of  California  is  taking  the  attitude  they've 
taken,  but  I  don't  think  that  we  ought  to  spare  them  in  this 
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report.     If  that's  going  to  be  their  attitude,  then,  by 
gosh,  I  think  we  have  a  responsibility  to  point  that  out  and 
to  —  and  to  make  it  known  that  there  was  a  lack  of 
cooperation  and  unwillingness  to  work  with  this  Commission 
on  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Madame  Chairman,  could  I  add 

something? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yes.     Yes,  Mr.  -- 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Well,  I  ~  let  me  be  clear  on 

where  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Cluff. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     --  where  I  stand  on  the 
University  of  California.     I  -- 

COMMISSIONER  BERNSON:      I  think  I  know. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     I  am  most  worried  about  those 
campuses  that  I  know  are  very  close  to  seismic  sources.  And 
we're  going  to  have  a  lot  of  people  killed,  and  I  think 
we're  going  to  see  that  in  the  next  few  years.     And  I'm 
really  upset  about  that,  and  I  think,   in  the  Commission 
meeting  we  had  when  President  Gardner  himself  came,  and  his 
entourage  -- 

MR.  CRONIN:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     --  we  got  a  clear  indication 
that  they  were  going  to  move  rapidly.     They  borrowed  $50 
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million.     We  complimented  them  on  that.     And  it  looks  to  me 
like  there's  some  problems  in  the  management  of  this  whole 
thing,  on  who's  in  charge,  who's  responsible,  who's 
accoxin table ,  and  we  need  to  use  this  process  to  help  them 
solve  that  problem,  because  the  end  result  is  going  to  be 
some  real  heavy  losses. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Um-hmm.     A  point  well  taken. 

Mr.  Cronin? 

MR.  CRONIN:     Yes.     I  wanted  to  comment  on  what 
Commissioner  Bernson  said. 

I'd  —  as  your  attorney,  I'd  ask  the  —  I'd  ask 
that  the  Commission  recognize  that  in  issuing  the  Executive 
Order,  the  Governor  has  imposed  a  duty  upon  the  Commission, 
and  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  —  upon  the  Commission  to  see 
that  that  duty  is  fulfilled  in  a  reasonable  and  adequate 
manner.     And  there  may  be  consequences  down  the  road  if  that 
is  not  done.     And  I'll  leave  it  at  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Thank  you,  Mr.  Cronin. 

Let's  now  go  to  some  of  those  folks  who  are  here 
to  represent  their  various  agencies.     Let's  start  with  the 
General  Services  Agency.     And  perhaps,  if  there  is  a 
representative  here  that  would  like  to  make  any  comments, 
this  is  the  appropriate  time,  and  we  welcome  you  here  today. 
And  perhaps,  for  the  record,  you  could  identify  yourselves. 

MR.  DESCH:     Yes.     I'm  Lou  Desch,  with  the  State 
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Architect's  Office.     I've  been  recently  appointed  as  the 
chief  of  the  seismic  programs.     And  needless  to  say,  I'm 
becoming  familiar  with  all  the  various  bills  —  there  are 
quite  a  few  of  them.     And  we  are  presently  —  I'll  just  kind 
of  give  you  a  briefing,  where  we  are  right  now. 

We're  developing  the  staff  to  take  on  the 
inventory  and  setting  up  working  with  the  —  setting  up  the 
criteria  with  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission.     We  met  with 
Tom's  group,  and  we're  meeting  again  tomorrow  with  them. 
And  we're  getting  together  on  a  questionnaire  that's  going 
to  be  going  out  to  all  the  various  departments,  to  find  out 
about  the  individual  buildings. 

There's  another  portion  to  that  bill,  1250,  which 
had  to  do  with  local  governments.     The  staffing  on  that, 
we're  having  a  little  bit  of  a  difficulty  with  that,  because 
we  don't  have  authorization  to  hire  the  people.     And  I  met 
with  Finance  yesterday,  and  it  appears  --  and  I  had  talked 
to  Brian  earlier  about  the  possibility  of  a  special  bill  to 
get  authorization  --  and  it  looks  like  we  can  work  that  out 
and  have  people  so  we  can  hire  them  the  1st  of  July.  In 
either  case,  that's  the  way  it  would  be.     That  seems  to  be  a 
dilemma,  just  the  timing  of  all  this. 

And  also,  I  have  been  involved  —  I  was  the  chief 
of  A&E  with  OSA  for  eight  and  a  half  years,  four  years  past, 
and  the  dilemma  of  trying  to  get  a  project  through  has  been 
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explained  here,  and  it  does  take  time.     It's  all  the  various 
steps  where  the  different  —  you  know,  the  different 
appropriations  for  working  drawings  and  construction  the 
following  year.     And  it  is  a  —  is  a  real  problem. 

There  —  I  think  in  the  bill  SB  1250,  there  is 
language  that's  --  that  mentions  other  legislation  which 
would  —  that  I  see  as  the  only  way  to  short-circuit  and 
maybe  gets  something  done  a  little  earlier  than  going 
through  the  normal  process,  because  the  bill  does  say  that 
you  have  to  have  legislative  approval  for  the  spending 
authority  to  process ,  to  go  on  to  the  next  —  to  actually  do 
the  retrofitting  of  the  --  of  the  projects. 

And  I  guess  one  of  the  things  that  I  see  on  the 
Executive  Order  is  that,  although  we've  been  --  it  said  that 
we  will  be  checking  all  the  buildings  and  doing  all  these 
things  --  we  don't  have  the  --  and  I  think  it's  been 
mentioned  --  that  we  don't  have  the  authority,  the  legal 
authority,  to  do  that.     It  takes  legislation,  and  also 
personnel,  to  do  that,  that  work. 

And  all  I  can  say  is  that  we're  working  with  the 
Seismic  Safety  Commission  and  people  and  we're  —  I  think 
we're  making  good  progress  at  this  time. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And  we  appreciate  that.  I 
think,  as  you've  heard  said,  the  Commission  is  really  here 
to  help  you.     And  if  we  can  work  together  to  accomplish  some 
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things  —  Commissioner  Umemoto,  just  before  you  leave  —  and 
I  hate  to  do  this  --  are  there  any  questions  that  you  would 
have  for  the  General  Services  Agency,  in  terms  of  some  of 
the  issues  you  raised  earlier,  or  do  you  want  to  handle  that 
later?     I  mean,  I  recognize  you  may  have  to  leave. 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:     I'm  trying  to  get  some 
qualification  on  some  of  the  issues  right  now. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     All  right.     Thank  you. 

You  know,  and  I  think  we  can  be  helpful  to  you. 
If  there  is  --  if  there  is  some  legislation  or  something 
that  would  more  —  somewhat  streamline  the  system,  to  allow 
you  to  move  forward  with  a  little  greater  ease,  I'm  sure 
that  this  Commission  is  willing  to  help  you,  recognizing  our 
ultimate  goal  out  there  is  to  provide  strengthening  to  some 
of  these  state-owned  buildings. 

Let  me  offer  to  now  the  Commission  to  ask  any 
questions  of  the  General  Services  Agency  or  to  pursue 
perhaps  in  some  way  what  we  could  do  to  be  helpful. 

Commissioner  McCarthy? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,  I  think  what  we 
really  want  to  know  at  this  point,  is  there  anything  in  our 
staff's  written  report  that  you  take  great  exception  to? 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  I'll  have  to  confess  that  they 
worked  on  that  yesterday,  and  the  final  was  sent  over,  I 
think,  at  five  o'clock  to  Tom.     And  there's  things  in  there 
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that  I'm  not  that  familiar  with,  to  be  honest  with  you. 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  you  have  that  in  front  of  you, 
with  the  fax  sheet  that  has  the  State  Architect's  logo  in 
the  upper  left-hand  corner. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     We  have  two  of  those. 

MR.  CRONIN:     I  think  some  of  the  issues  are  — 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Oh,  they're  both  the  same. 

MR.  DESCH:     There  are  some  comments  about  using 
our  direct  construction  to  do  --  to  get  in  there  and  start 
doing  some  of  the  retrofit  real  quickly,  the  falling  things, 
and  there  are  some  problems  there.     Our  day  labor  group  has 
some  restrictions  on  how  you  can  use  that,  legally.  It's 
for  emergency  or  in  a  case  where  you  have  —  the  situation 
could  be  a  prison,  or  you  have  to  do  some  repair  work  where 
you  have  state  personnel  in  that  space,  and  you  can't  have 
another  contractor  coming  in  and  disrupting.     And  so,  it's 
very  limited  legal  things  that  you  can  do  at  this  time. 

And  so,  I  think  that's  addressed  in  one  of  the 
comments.     There  is  the  --  I  think  it's  addressed,  the  fact 
that  we  don't  have  the  legal  authority  to  do  —  to  do  — 
well,  I  think  it  has  --  it  just  slipped  my  mind  just  then. 
But  I  think  the  direct  construction  is  one  of  the  issues. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     But  that's  —  is  there  a 
philosophic  —  anything  philosophically  — 

MR.  DESCH:     No.     I  think  it  has  to  do  with  — 
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well,  the  philosophic  part  comes  back  to  that  there  —  that, 
in  my  opinion,  it's  basically  so  you're  not  taking  work  away 
from  the  private  sector,  if  you  have  the  day  labor  going  out 
and  doing  all  this  work. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     You're  talking  about  the  force 
accounts  versus,  you  know,  the  ability  to  contract. 

MR.  DESCH:     Yeah,  I  am. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

MR.  DESCH:     And  also,  there  are  the  other 
requirements  that  we  have  to  go  through,  as,  for  instance, 
the  minority  and  women  and  business  --  those  all  have  to  be 
met  by  our  people,  which,  you  know  —  but  we  do  —  we 
subcontract  a  lot  of  that  work  out. 

And  so,  that  all  takes  time.     And  so,  in  the  long 
run,  you  may  not  be  saving  as  much  time  as  you  think  by 
using  the  day  labor,  unless  it's  an  emergency  or,  as  I  say, 
the  conditions  where  you  have  to  —  you  can't  really  bring 
in  a  private  contractor. 

And  there's  other  comments  that  are  --  they're 
really  down  into  sort  of  a  "dotting  the  i's,  crossing  the 
t's"  kind  of  thing. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And  I  think  we  do  have  that  in 
front  of  us.     And  you're  right,  some  of  them  are  more  minor. 

But  let  me  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  think  there's  an  important  point  on 
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independent  review.     And  this  is  one  that  the  Commission 
needs  to  be  considering  rather  carefully,  not  just  with  the 
Department  of  General  Services,  but  every  report. 

We  do  question  whether  or  not  —  how  independent 
the  independent  review  would  be  if  both  the  design 
organization,  Office  of  the  State  Architect,  is  also  the 
independent  review  organization,  the  Office  of  State 
Architect,  and  then,  secondly,  what  the  extent  of  that 
independent  review  is  that  the  State  Architect  carries  out. 
Is  it  checking  of  plans  and  drawings  and  calculations  and 
specifications,  or  is  it  the  independent  peer  review,  which, 
to  me,  means  something  different? 

And  could  you  —  and  I  think  we'd  probably  — 
might  disagree  with  that,  and  if  you  could  explain  it,  that 
might  clear  it  up. 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,   if  I  understand,  basically  what 
we  have  --  and  we  currently  plan-review  for  the  schools  and 
hospitals  and  essential  services  --  we  have  the  --  what  we 
call  the  Structural  Safety  Section  of  the  office,  and  that 
is  really  a  separate  entity,  in  our  --  in  the  office.  In 
fact,  the  design  group  that  they  are  having,  if  they're 
doing  any  schools  or  hospitals  or  anything  like  that,  that 
--  those  plans  have  to  go  through  that  independent  review. 
And  it's  totally  a  separate  part  of  our  office.     And  it's  — 
it's  —  I  just  consider  it  as  a  separate  —  separate  review, 
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peer  review. 

And  there's  --in  fact,  I've  had  as  many 
discussions  with  those  people  as  anyone's  had,  trying  to  get 
some  of  our  plans  resolved. 

MR.  TOBIN:     You  used  to  head  the  office  that  did 
the  actual  design,  if  that's  what  —  I  think  that's  — 

MR.  DESCH:     Right.     I  did.  Right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Okay.     And  Pat  Campbell  heads  the 
office  that  deals  with  the  regulatory  review. 

MR.  DESCH:     Right.  Right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  — 

MR.  DESCH:     And  Larry  Guthrie  today  is  the  present 
chief  of  the  --  what  we  call  A&E,  Architecture  and 
Engineering. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Kockelman? 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Now,  Mr.  Desch,   you  and 
your  staff  gave  quite  a  thorough  review  to  our  staff's 
report,  and  they  made,  you  know,  many  suggestions. 

MR.  DESCH:     Yes.     I  must  say  that  I  did  not 
participate  thoroughly  in  that,  in  all  of  that. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Yes,   I  understand. 

MR.  DESCH:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  know  that  our  staff  has 
worked  with  Paul  Neel  and  others  there  to  scope  your 
response  and  that  type  of  thing,  and  our  staff  reviewed  that 
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very  carefully,  and  I  felt  it  was  quite  constructive  and 
supportive  of  what  you  did. 

May  we  assume  that  if  our  staff  made  a  mistake  in 
some  way,  or  you  had  some  additional  suggestion,  you 
wouldn't  hesitate  to  send  it  on  forward  to  Tom  Tobin? 

MR.  DESCH:     No,  we're  —  as  far  as  I  know,  we  have 
—  since  I've  been  involved  in  this,  we  have  an  open  door 
and  it's  a  very  good  working  relationship. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Mr.  Tobin,  did  you  have 

a  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  yeah.     I  wanted  to  follow  up 
with  this  independence,  because  we're  going  to  face  it  in  a 
couple  other  issues.     And  I  suspect  that  the  relationship 
that  you  —  that  you  have  described  —  and  I'd  like  to  hear 
Conunissioner  Fratessa's  evaluation  in  terms  of  the  type  of 
review  that's  done  and  whether  that  is  the  kind  of  review 
that  the  Commission  is  looking  for  in  terms  of  independent 
peer  review,  and  I  know  that  in  other  things,  that 
Commissioner  Scott  may  have  some  questions  regarding  the 
independence.     And  these  are  sort  of  key  recommendations. 

And  so,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  two  commissioners  to 
make  sure  that  you're  comfortable  with  this. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Can  I  respond  and  give 
Commissioner  Fratessa  a  little  —  a  little  bit  of  time  for 
thought? 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1  1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


50 


I  guess  the  first  thing  that  comes  to  my  mind  is 
that  the  system  that  they  have,  as  it's  presented  in  your  -- 
in  your  memo  here,  sounds  workable  and  reasonable.    And  I 
think  the  thing  that  would  sway  me  is  how  it's  worked  in  the 
past.     I  mean,  if  the  system  is  presently  working  and  if 
they  are  able  to  keep  that  kind  of  separation  within  the 
same  agency  by  making  clear  boundary  lines  between,  I  guess, 
personnel  and  everything,   it's  pretty  well  separated,  if 
it's  working,  then  I  guess  I  can  feel  that  that's  a  — 
that's  a  good  thing.     If  there  are  some  instances  where 
that's  broken  down,  then  I  would  get  concerned. 

How  successful  has  that  been?    And  I'm  not  sure 
I'm  supposed  to  ask  that  question. 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  the  --  the  Structural  Safety 
Section  is  totally  —  runs  on  its  own.     It  has  its  own 
chief,  a  separate  --  it  has  its  own  budget  things  that  they 
work  up  separately,  they  have  a  separate  office  in  San 
Francisco,  which  runs  totally  independent  of,  you  know, 
working  with  our  design  staff.     They  have  —  there's  another 
office  in  Los  Angeles,  which  is  totally  separate  from  what 
we  do  and  —  from  a  design  point  of  view.     And  the  one  that 
happens  to  be  in  the  same  building  that  we're  in  today, 
there's  plans  for  it  to  be  actually  moved  out,  into  another 
separate  —  and  those  people  are  all  structural  engineers. 
They're  all  licensed.     They're  a  different  breed  of  cat  from 


1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
1  1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


51 

the  —  say,  from  the  design  type  that  we  have  on  the  other 
side  of  the  house.     And  they  are  definitely  a  plan-checking 
group.     They  —  there's  no  --  we  talk  a  lot.     We  —  of 
course,  we  have  staff  meetings,  and  we  know  what  they're 
doing,  but  they  are  totally  independent. 

Well,  there's  more  I  could  say,  but  just  — 
MR.  TOBIN:     The  independence  question  is  one  that 
we've  discussed  a  lot  when  we  were  working  with  the 
Department  of  Corrections,  and  the  concept  that  came  out  had 
to  do  with  whether  or  not  the  plan-checking  --  the  bad  news, 
that  plan-checking  could  be  compromised  because  the  person 
who  they  reported  to  was  under  other  pressures,  budget  and 
time  and  schedule.     And  that  was  the  concern  we'd  have  with 
the  Department  of  Corrections. 

What  seems  to  be  the  philosophical  position  of  the 
Commission  —  this  is  all,  in  fact,  what  we  were  trying  to 
reflect  --  was  that,  in  creating  a  relationship  like  a 
private  party  has,  where  it's  the  city  who's  doing  the  plan- 
checking  --  and  all  of  us  who've  tried  to  get  permits  know 
that  they  don't  care  about  your  project,  your  schedule,  your 
cost,  and  so  forth.     --  and  it  was  that  —  that  sort  of 
degree  of  independence,  though  not,  you  know,  the  same  kind 
of  governmental  relationship,  that  I  think  that  I've  heard 
the  Commission  say  in  the  past.     And  that's  what  I'm  trying 
to  seek  out. 
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And  so,  if  I  understand  what  Mr.  Desch  has  said, 
is  that  they  are  very  separate  sections  with  their  own  heads 
and  their  own  personalities,  and  —  but  they  both  do  report 
to  the  Office  of  the  State  —  that  the  State  Architect  is 
responsible,  both  for  the  production  of  plans  and  drawings 
and  schedules  as  well  as  for  the  integrity  of  the 
independent  review  process. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.  Commissioner 

Fratessa? 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     That  question  got  asked  of 
me  while  I  was  trying  to  read  something  in  the  barrages  of 
paper  that  I've  got  in  here.     I  apologize. 

And  with  regard  to  the  independent  review,  two 
things  with  OSA  --  well,  one  thing  with  OSA  in  particular 
that  engineers  are  worried  about  is  consistency.     And  we've 
talked  about  that  before,  and  you  mentioned  the  different 
offices  between  San  Francisco  and  Sacramento  and  Los 
Angeles.     And  one  of  our  worries  has  always  been  that  the 
review  of  drawings  be  consistent  between  those  offices.  And 
I  think  you're  working  to  that  end. 

With  regard  to  the  independency  of  the  review,  of 
peer  review,  the  thing  that  is,  I  think,  what  the  profession 
would  like  to  see,  in  general  terms,  is  that  review  be  by 
people  who  are  not  in  the  process.     In  other  words,  if  there 
is  a  review  of  a  project  that's  being  plan-checked,  if  you 
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will,  by  one  agency,  the  independent  reviewer  wants  to  be 
completely  separate  and  to  have  no  continuity  with  that 
plan-check  agency.     And  I  think  that's  what  you're  getting 
at. 

In  the  Department  of  Corrections,  when  we  reviewed 
the  prisons.  Department  of  Corrections  was  hiring  an 
engineer  to  design  a  building,  and  they  were  doing  their 
plan  check  internal  to  that,  and  I'd  say  their  independent 
review  —  which  we  viewed  as  not  being  truly  independent, 
and  that  we  suggested  that  they  retain  an  outside  consultant 
who  was  not  involved  with  the  Department  of  Corrections,  to 
do  that  peer  review. 

And  I  think  that's  what  we  would  like  to  see. 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  actually,  in  the  overflow  of  the 
work  that  we  —  we  actually  hire  the  private  sector  — 
you're  probably  aware  of  that  --  for  the  peer  review  for 
structural  safety. 

But  I  don't  know  how  I  can  emphasize  it  more,  but 
there's  such  a  difference,  a  separation,  between  the 
Structural  Safety  Section  and  the  Design  Section.  They're 
just  two  different  elements  that  just  happen  to  be  under  the 
one  --  under  General  Services  and  the  State  Architect. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     I  understand  that,  and  I 
can't  make  a  judgement  on  it.     The  idea  of  having  a  peer 
review  by  someone  who's  conceptually  in  another  ballpark  and 
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is  looking  in  at  the  process  is  kind  of  the  backbone  of  it, 
so  you  aren't  getting  a  detailed  review,  but  you're  getting 
a  concept  review  by  someone  who's  got  fresh  thinking.     And  I 
wouldn't  tell  you  that  you  don't  have  fresh  thinking,  it's 
just  — 

MR.  DESCH:     I  understand. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Cluff?    On  the 
same  subject?  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     This  reminds  me  of  a 
similar  discussion  that  I  remember  the  Commission  having  a 
number  of  years  ago,  with  regard  to  the  Division  of  Dam 
Safety.     The  Division  of  Dam  Safety  is  part  of  Department  of 
Water  Resources,  who  owns  and  builds  and  operates  a  lot  of 
dams  and  other  related  facilities  in  the  State  of 
California.     And  it  sounds  to  me  like  they've  adopted  —  the 
same  kind  of  arm's  length  is  there,  but  I  believe  there's  an 
element  of  the  Division  of  Dam  Safety  or  --  I'm  not  sure 
which  group  is  responsible,  but  they  have  a  preeminent 
consulting  board  that's  kind  of  part  of  their  --  their 
independent  review  process.     And  these  folks  are  convened  to 
talk  about  issues  like  this,  or  convened  to  address  a 
specific  project  or  a  sticky  problem  where  they  may  be 
worried  about  this  separation  and  so  forth. 

And  I  don't  know  whether  you've  considered 
something  like  that.     That  seems  to  have  worked  very  well 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


55 


for  Division  of  Dam  Safety. 

MR.  DESCH:     It's  certainly  something  we  can  look 

into. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:  Yeah. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Good  suggestion. 

Mr.  Tobin  and  then  Mr.  —  and  Commissioner  Scott. 

MR.  TOBIN:  The  question  that  Commissioner  Cluff 
mentioned,  I  think,  in  sort  of  one  sentence,  is  whether  or 
not  the  plan-checking  that's  done  by  the  Structural  Safety 
Section  of  the  State  Architect  is  what  the  Commission  would 
consider  peer  review  of  the  sort  of  —  of  the  concepts  and 
criteria.  And  I  don't  know  that  we  have  agreement  on  that 
one. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I  guess  —  I  spoke  to  that  a 
few  minutes  ago.     I'll  speak  once  more  and  see  what  the 
consensus  would  be.     I  —  it  seems  to  me  that  the  broad 
principles  were  outlined  by  Commissioner  Fratessa,  and  I 
think  we  do  want  to  hold  to  those  principles.     But  on  the 
other  hand,  if  you  have  a  particular  agency  which  has  been 
able  to  honor  those  principles,  even  though  structurally  it 
may  be  a  little  bit  different  than  would  seem  to  be  optimal, 
and  if  there's  a  track  record  of  success  in  doing  that  and 
nobody  seems  to  be  complaining  about  the  way  it's  been  done, 
I  would  be  inclined,  in  that  case,  to  do  it. 
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I  would  not  then  be  inclined,  in  another  agency 
which  was  just  starting  that,  to  do  it  if  it  had  no  track 
record  of  success  and  performance  in  that  area. 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  think  I  misspoke.     Let  me  —  I 
assumed  that  the  Structural  Safety  Section  checks  drawings 
against  Title  24.     And  the  question  is,  did  they  comply  with 
the  code  or  did  they  not? 

When  I  think  of  peer  review,  I  think  of  peers 
sitting  down  and  say,  "What  should  the  criteria  be?  What 
are  the  concepts?     Is  there  a  rational  structural  system  to 
resist  the  earthquake  forces  or  not?"     And  that  is  something 
that  is  —  that  is  what  I  would  consider  the  peer  conceptual 
review  — 

MR.  DESCH:  Right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  I  honestly  don't  know  if  the 
Office  of  the  State  Architect  Structural  Safety  Section  does 
that  or  not.     And  that's  why  I'm  trying  to  --  because  we 
deal  with  them  differently  in  our  report. 

COMMISSIONER  I WAN:     Let's  find  out. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Do  you  want  to  respond 
to  that?    And  then  Commissioner  Scott. 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  of  course,   I'm  not  —  I'm  not  a 
structural  engineer.     I'm  an  architect.     And  I  know  that 
chey  sit  down  and  they  review  the  buildings,  all  the  school 
buildings,  the  hospitals,   in  all  of  the  levels  of 
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engineering,  for  seismic  safety. 

The  other  part  I  wanted  to  kind  of  —  not  to  get 
away  from  that,  but  the  point  is,  the  —  as  I  see  the 
program  at  this  time,  the  actual  design  of  all  this  —  most 
of  this  retrofit  work  will  be  done  by  the  private  sector, 
which  will  be  submitting  their  drawings  for  approval,  which 
will  be  then  through  our  seismic  safety. 

The  other  thing  is,  and  the  Executive  Order 
portion,  is  that  we're  to  --  we're  to  check  all  buildings, 
all  state  buildings.     And  we  are  --  most  of  --  a  lot  of  the 
other  state  buildings  are  not  General  Services';  they're  all 
--  they  belong  to  other  agencies.     And  so,  we're  —  we  do 
that  anyway.     We  kind  of  oversee  a  lot  of  their  work  anyway. 
So,  we  would  be  looking  at  the  other  agencies'  buildings, 
whether  we're  designing  them  or  whether  it's  OPDM  or 
whoever ' s  handling  that  work. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Scott? 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     Well,  I  —  Tom  Tobin 
mentioned  my  name  earlier,  so  I  want  to  get  my  two  cents' 
worth  in  on  these  exact  same  points  that  are  being  discussed 
here. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  discussion  and  in  the 
paragraph  at  the  top  of  Page  3  of  your  agency's  response, 
there's  a  couple  of  kinds  of  dichotomies  in  the  independent 
review  thing.     First  is  the  plan  check  and  independent 
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review.     And  as  has  been  indicated  in  some  of  the 
discussion,  it  seems  to  me  there's  a  --  there's  a 
difference.     You  think  of  a  plan  check  as  classically  done 
under  the  Field  Act  as  very,  very  important,  very  careful. 
No  question  it's  really  an  excellent  function,  but  it's 
principally  checking  carefully  for  conformance  with  the 
codes . 

And  independent  peer  review  seems  to  me  some 
broader,  but  at  the  same  time  more  searching,  that  —  that 
may  concern  itself  about  the  code,  but  go  beyond.     What  is 
this  structure  going  to  try  to  do?    What's  it  going  to 
contain?    How  is  it  —  what  kinds  of  ground  motion  is  it 
likely  to  encounter  in  its  lifetime?    And  does  this  design 
look  adequate?"     It's  that  kind  of  --  that  kind  of  review. 

And  then  the  second  dichotomy  is  —  again,  has 
been  brought  out  here  on  what  is  "independent"?  Separation 
of  duties?     Well,  I  don't  know.     I've  heard  the  discussion, 
but  if  it's  in  the  same  agency,   it's  hard  for  me  to  see  that 
it's  truly  independent. 

Now,  it  may  be  --  various  ones  have  been  mentioned 
—  the  BCDC  idea  of  having  a  review  board,  which,  of  course, 
is,  in  sense,  a  part  of  BCDC,  but  I  always  thought  of  that 
board  as  comprising  the  distinguished  individuals  who  sat  on 
that  board,  and  I  always  thought  of  that  as  a  highly 
independent  body,  not  really  —  not  really  accountable  to 
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BCDC  agency,  or  not  really  to  be  worried  about  BCDC's  budget 
or  the  budgets  of  --  of  the  people  proposing  to  build  the 
projects  reviewed. 

And  I  think  that  independence  is  very,  very 
important  in  this  situation. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Andy  other  comments? 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     I  think  the  best  example 
of  what  you're  --  point  you're  making  is  that  when  OSA 
Structural  Safety  gets  a  project  to  review,  they  are  given 
the  site  and  the  project,  and  they  only  can  review  it  for 
the  technical  provisions  of  the  code.     Before  that  happens, 
somebody  had  to  decide  whether  this  is  the  right  site  and 
whether  the  building  system  is  appropriate,  given  that  site. 

And  that  is  where  a  peer  reviewer  influences  the 
outcome.     Once  you've  got  the  right  site  and  the  right 
system,  which  is  not  minimum  code  standards,  it's  concept, 
then  OSA  gets  a  chance  to  review  for  technical  compliance. 
They  never  get  a  chance  to  do  the  site  sort  of  thing  and, 
"Conceptually,  is  this  right?,"  although,  after  you  get  one 
of  their  reviews,  you  can  generally  figure  out  what  they 
thought  of  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Let  me  ask  if  --we  have 
the  document  in  front  of  us  from  the  State  Architect.     I  am 
interested  in  moving  along,  because  I  do  think  there  are 
some  who  are  here  that  perhaps  would  like  to  speak  on  behalf 
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of  other  agencies.     So,  in  a  way  —  are  there  any  final 
summary  questions? 

Yes,  Mr.  Tobin? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  Mr.  Haynes  is  here  as  well,  and 
if  you  recall,  he's  director  of  the  Office  of  Real  Estate 
and  Design  Services.     And  so,  you  may  have  some  questions 
there . 

And  I  have  --  my  one  question  is  whether  or  not 
we've  been  accurate  in  representing  the  —  I  guess  the 
presentation  that  you  gave  to  the  Commission  that  the  lease 
provisions  would  be  changed  and  carried  out.     Did  we  do  that 
correctly?  • 

MR.  HAYNES:     I  think  you  did.     I  think  that,  also, 
that  we  concur  in  the  recommendations  made  by  the 
Commission.     After  our  October  meeting,  I  think,  at  that 
time  I  stated  that  we  anticipated  a  $500,000  cost  and  that 
we  would  be  moving  for  a  BCP  on  that  if  the  policy  was 
accepted,  or  acceptable. 

We've  revisited  that,  and  I  think  it  --  and  this 
refers  directly  to  your  recommendation,  that  rather  than 
trying  to  manage  this  through  a  direct  cost  to  our 
department,  that  we  would  roll  this  into  the  negotiations  on 
any  lease  that  we  would  negotiate  or  put  out  to  bid,  with 
the  --  with  the  policy  of  the  state  stated  in  any  bid 
proposal  or  ultimate  lease.     That  gives  us  the  —  we  can 
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implement  that  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Also,  a  recommendation  by  the  Commission  was  to 
establish  a  procedure  to  determine  a  level  of  seismic  safety 
in  the  facilities  that  we  occupy,  so  that  the  seismic  review 
has  a  meaningful  standard.     We  agree  with  that.    We  are 
relying  on  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect  to  develop 
that,  and  our  policy  will  be  same  for  leased  facilities  as 
they  would  be  for  state-owned  facilities. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Thank  you. 

Any  questions? 

(No  response) 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     Let's  move  on  to 
another  group,  and  that  was  the  California  State  University 
system. 

Thank  you,  gentlemen,  very  much. 

And  if  you'd  identify  yourself  for  the  record, 

please. 

MR.  STOPFQRTH:     Madame  Chairman,  commissioners,  my 
name  is  John  Stopforth.     I'm  chief  of  Construction 
Management  for  California  State  University. 

And  I  don't  think  I'll  keep  you  very  long.  My 
main  reason  for  being  here  is  as  an  observer  this  morning. 
We  sent  you  a  letter  yesterday,  I  believe,  which  said  that, 
frankly,  we  just  haven't  had  time  to  review  the  draft, 
because  we  didn't  receive  it  till  Tuesday.     Our  assistant 


1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


62 


vice  chancellor  had  an  operation  on  his  knee  —  nothing  too 
serious  --  so  we  just  haven't  been  able  to  review  the  draft 
at  all. 

There  are  parts  of  it  that  I  believe  that  we  don't 
like  and  would  like  the  opportunity  to  have  some  input 
before  you  send  this  report  to  the  Governor. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     When  would  you 
anticipate  that  input? 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     We  would  be  looking  at  the  end  of 
next  week,  possibly. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I  think  that's  going  to  be  a 
real  problem. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:  Yes. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     The  timing. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     I  understand  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     If  you  heard  —  I  mean,  I  hate 
to  be  difficult,  but  I  think  if  you've  heard  our  schedule, 
we  very  much  want  to  move  this  along.     Is  there  anything 
within  the  system  that  would  allow  you  to  do  this  much,  much 
sooner? 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Well,  the  system  is  closed  on 
Monday.     That's  just  the  way  our  --we  have  a  holiday  on 
Monday . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yeah.     Is  it  — 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Our  AVC  will  still  be  in  —  he's 
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still  in  hospital  —  he  probably  will  be  back  Tuesday.  We 
need  to  sit  down  --  we  also  --  these  are  internal  problems, 
and  not  really  yours,  but  the  — 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  No. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     --  AVC  you  spoke  to  has  resigned, 
and  we  have  a  new  one  taking  over. 

But  we  want  to  cooperate  with  the  board.     We  want 

to  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yes.     And  we  want  to  cooperate 
with  you,  yes. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     And  we  want  to  do  the  right  thing, 
but  we  do  need  some  time.     Maybe  we  can  have  something  to 
you  before  the  end  of  next  week.     We  can  just  try  for  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I'm  looking,  Mr.  Tobin,  at  you 
and  Mr.  Cronin.     I  think  you've  got  to  have  something  before 
that  time. 

And  I  recognize  your  difficulties,  which  are 
internal,  and  you  can't  help  somebody's  being  out  and  a 
transition,  but  I'm  just  wondering  if  there's  anyone  else 
that  could  help  you,  just  maybe  even  informally  talk  to  our 
staff,  and  it  may  be  that  ultimately,  a  report  has  to  be 
made  and  some  amendments,  much,  much  later,  in  discussion 
with  the  Governor's  Office,  because  I  would  say  that  that 
timeframe  just  isn't  going  to  fit  with  ours. 

And  I  don't  know  what  you  want  to  suggest  to  him. 
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MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  first  of  all,  I  thank  him  for 
telling  me  that  Monday  was  a  holiday.     I  didn't  realize 
that . 

(Laughter) 

MR.  TOBIN:     We  certainly  are  going  to  have  to  work 
through  the  weekend  on  changes  the  commissioners  are  asking 
for,  as  well.     And  in  all  practicality,  Tuesday  was  —  we're 
still  going  to  be  in  awfully  rough  shape,  in  terms  of 
working  that  through.     And  it's  not  going  to  be  until  —  I 
mean,  Wednesday,  we  could  still  be  taking  some  comments  and 
working  them  in. 

We  do        I  think  it  makes  it  then  almost 
impossible  for  us. to  make  our  own  self-imposed  deadline  of 
the  15th  to  the  Governor,  if  that's  Wednesday  the  14th,  and 
we're  taking  in  comments  and  still  would  have  to  fax  to 
Executive  Committee  and  so  forth.     And,  Madame  Chairman,  the 
only  way  that  we  could  really  accommodate  that  is  by  —  is 
by  slipping  that  deadline  until  the  next  week.     And  then, 
the  next  week,  I  do  know  that  Thursday  is  Thanksgiving,  and 
Friday  also  is  a  holiday,  so,  you  know,  we  could  be  looking 
towards  completing  the  report  by  the  21st  of  November. 

And  that's  —  and  that's  '-- 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay,   but  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     But  we  would  —  we'd  have  to  have 
comments  in  by  the  1 4th. 
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CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Well,  we  will  be  working  on  it  the 

weekend 

MR .  TOBIN:  Right. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     --  and  I  certainly  will  be  working 
on  it,  and  several  other  people  there. 

The  problem  is  that  this  is  policy  —  these  are 
policy  decisions,  and  we  need  to  have  those  people  together, 
to  be  able  to  sit  with  those  people  -- 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Certainly. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     --to  give  you  a  proper  reply. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I  guess  what,  hopefully,  could 
happen,  though,  if  there  are  any  technical  issues  that  -- 
just  a  misprint  or  a  misunderstanding  or  something,  maybe 
that  could  be  done  much  sooner.     Do  you  know? 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     It's  possible,  yes. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And  then,  what  requires  more 
policy  and,  you  know,  higher  up,  maybe  that  could  follow 
along . 

But  I  think  what  it's  --  Wednesday  the  14th  is  the 

deadline. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Well,  we  could  quite  probably  get 
you  our  reply  on  Wednesday. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     We  could  fax  it  to  you  on 
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Wednesday. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Thank  you.  We 
appreciate  it. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     I  mean,  it's  necessary  to  do  that, 

I  think. 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  election  created  a  whole  new 
question  that  we've  never  asked,  of  course,  and  that  is, 
"Now  what?,"  after  the  failure  of  Prop  143.     And  certainly, 
that's  a  question  we're  having  to  ask  ourselves  as  we 
rewrite  as  well. 

But  I,  you  know,  informally  wanted  to  ask,  how 
does  that  change  what  you  have  submitted  to  us? 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Well,  143  represented  basically 
our  next  two  years'  funding,  not  just  the  seismic  funding. 
We  do  not  have  any  funding  any  more.     We  have  some  revenue 
bond  f\inding,  we  have  some  non-state  funding,  but  our  --  we 
do  not  have  any  state  funding  for  '91-92. 

So,  we're  going  to  have  to  make  --  yes,  a  lot  of 
changes  and  try  and  find  out  where  we  can  pick  up  our 
funding  from. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Cluff? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     I  just  wanted  to 
reiterate  a  philosophy,  and  that  is  not  to  relax  the 
schedule.     While  we  may  have  to  consider  that  when  we  get  to 
it,  let's  not  start  talking  that  we're  considering  relaxing 
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that  schedule,  because  then  we'll  never  make  it.     So,  let's 
stay  on  the  schedule  of  meeting  the  15th  deadline,  and  if 
something  comes  up  that's  obvious,  you  have  to,  we  will. 
But  I  --  let's  not  announce  to  anyone  that  we're  considering 
relaxing  that. 

That  --  that's  my  view. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     The  only  thing  is  that  I  still 
.think,  though,  that  the  technical  —  if  there's  technical 
corrections  that  need  to  be  made,  those  could  be  made  very 
soon.     I  mean,  those  could  be  made  this  week.     You  actually, 
in  rethinking  a  whole  strategy,  may  have  to  take  longer,  you 
know.     But  also,  though,  it  shows  in  the  report,  that  that 
is  --  that's  a  weakness  that  the  Governor  should  be  aware 
of,  that  there's        you  know,  and  so  I  don't  find  that 
that's  going  to  be  so  much  of  an  issue  for  our  timing, 
thinking  about  it  for  just  a  moment.     But  that  isn't  a  very 
big  issue  in  terms  of  your  system,  and  why  I  guess  we  need 
to  kind  of  draw  that  to  the  attention  of  the  Governor's 
Office,  and  hopefully,  you  and  the  chancellor  --  and 
recognizing  that  you  have  an  interim  chancellor,  correct? 

MR.   STOPFORTH:     Yes,  we  do. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     So,   you  have  a  lot  of  things 
that  are  in  flux,  but  that's  part  of  the  weakness  in  the 
system  that  needs  to  be ,  I  think,  pointed  out.     That's  — 
you  know,  unfortunately,  it's  just  a  weakness,  not  anything 
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attributable  to  any  one  individual,  but  it's  a  system  that 
has  some  problems  that  are  going  to  create,  I  think,  some 
redirection  of  intent  to  meet  these  seismic  priorities. 

Other  questions,  comments? 

(No  response) 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Thank  you  for  being  here,  and 
we  do  look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

MR.  STOPFORTH:     Thank  you.     Thank  you  very  much. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     And  finally,  Cal trans. 

MR.  GATES:     Good  morning. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Good  morning. 

MR.  GATES:     Mr.  Roberts  sent  his  regrets  this 
morning.     He  is  speaking  to  a  large  body  of  engineers  at  the 
ASCE  convention  in  San  Francisco  today. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     So,   if  you  would  identify 
yourself  for  the  record.  • 

MR.  GATES:     I  am  Jim  Gates,  with  Caltrans. 

Basically,  we  have  no  problems  with  the  report. 
V?e  --  the  quote  that  I  got  from  Mr.  Roberts,  "This  report 
looks  good  to  me,"  so  that's  the  point  that  I  want  to  bring 
to  you  this  morning. 

One  issue  that  we  question,  therefore,  is  the  need 
for  administering  our  Seismic  Review  Board  from  the 
director's  office.     Our  plan  in  letting  that  board  out  was 
to  pattern  it  after  the  Division  of  Dam  Safety,  which  was 
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talked  about  here  by  Mr.  Cluff ,  and  which  is  what  we're 
doing.     And  they  administer,  out  of  —  at  the  division 
level.     And  that  was  our  plan,  to  do  that. 

And  our  director  feels  better  if  it's  administered 
out  of  the  division  level.     Now,  Mr.  Roberts  assured  me  that 
he  is  going  to  reopen  this  issue  with  the  director  yet, 
based  on  your  report,  but  he  also  told  me  that  he  still 
feels  more  comfortable  administering  that  board  out  of  his 
office. 

So,  that's  the  only  comment  we  got. 

The  other  thing  I  need  to  know  from  you  is ,  do  you 
need  a  written  response  to  this  reply?  I'm  going  to  have  to 
—  or  to  your  report?  I'm  going  to  have  to  put  it  together, 
if  you  do. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     No.  No. 
Comments?     Any  — 

MR.  GATES:     If  you'd  like,  I'm  open  to  questions. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN;     Yes.     Commissioner  Iwan,  and 
then  Commissioner  Cluff. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Okay.     I  do  have  a  couple  of 
concerns,  and  —  but  I  would  begin  them  by,  in  a  positive 
way,  and  just  by  saying  that  I  think  we  all  appreciate  the 
response  that  Caltrans  has  provided.     And  we  also 
particularly  appreciate  your  commitment,  which  has  been  a 
long-time,  lasting  one,  in  the  whole  seismic  area.     And  I 
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think  that's  been  very  important  in  providing  some  longevity 
to  the  seismic  interests  of  that  agency,  which  is  very 
important. 

My  concern,  though,  Jim,  as  I  raised  at  the 
hearing,  there  now  is  a  plan,  there  is  —  there  are  some 
people,  there  are  some  resources,  and  so  on.     I  guess  I'm 
worried  about  what  happens  in  two  years,  three  years,  four 
years ,  five  years .     I  remember  the  tremendous  level  of 
commitment  that  existed  after  1971,  and  then,  you  know,  five 
or  six  years  later,  you  were  laying  off  structural  engineers 
and  then  the  priorities  were  shifting  and  changing. 

So,  I  guess  my  question  is        and  I  mentioned  this 
earlier  in  the  general  comment  —  how  do  we  guarantee  that 
there's  a  long-term  accountability,  a  long-term  commitment, 
that  even  after  —  perish  the  thought  --  you  may  retire  or 
some  of  these  other  people  may  retire,  that  survives  the 
personalities  that  would  tend  to  hold  it  together,  and  make 
sure  that  we  don't  falter,  or  that  we  don't  just  fall  into  a 
pattern  of  business  as  usual  and,  you  know,  sort  of  cookie- 
cutter  fixes,  maybe,  at  some  point  in  the  future? 

Is,  in  fact,  the  Seismic  Review  Board  going  to  do 
that?     It's  hard  for  me  to  see  how  it's  going  to  do  that, 
because  it's  —  the  way  it's  designed  to  report  and  so  on, 
it  seems  it  sort  of  serves  at  the  pleasure  of  the  people 
involved.     And  my  experience  is  that  those  —  it's  difficult 
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for  those  kind  of  boards  to  hold  anyone  accountable. 

Could  you  help  me  in  that  way?    Do  you  understand 
the  problem  I'm  searching  at  here? 

MR.  GATES:     Oh,  yeah.     I  understand  what  you're 
saying,  but  I  don't  know  the  answer. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     And  you  know  the  system. 

MR.  GATES:     All  I  know  is  that  we  didn't  have  a 
D-86-90  in  1971 ,  and  we  didn't  have  a  Housner  report  that  we 
could  wave  around  in  1971.     I  think  the  climate's  a  lot 
different  for  us,  and  I  think  --  in  1971,  we  were  a  division 
fighting  to  do  these  things,  and  now  we're  a  —  we're  a 
state  fighting  to  do  these  things.     We've  got  top-down 
orders.     I  think  it's  a  lot  different. 

I  don't  --  and  you  people  are  going  to  be  watching 
us.     I  think  we're  accountable  to  you.     I've  felt  like  we 
always  have  been  accountable  to  you.     I  think,  due  to  the 
influence  of  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission,  several  times 
during  the  Brown  administration,  you  were  very  successful  in 
carving  out  funds  for  retrofit  that  would  have  normally  not 
happened . 

So,   it's  —  you  have  been  effective.     I  think 
you'll  --  you've  got  a  --  just  got  a  bigger  hammer. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     But  you  can't  think  of  any 
other  changes  that  would  make  it  even  more  effective? 

MR.  GATES:     No.     And  we've  been  grabbing 
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everything  we  can.     I  can't  think  of  anything  else. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Cluff  and 
then  Commissioner  Scott. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     Jim,  I  want  to  add  my 
congratulations  to  your  personal  and  your  agency's  being 
very  responsive.     And  you  people  turn  out  to  be  the  white 
knight  according  to  our  report. 

And  —  but  I  have  a  concern  that  maybe  is  not  a 
problem,  but  let  me  express  it  anyway.     As  I  was  reading 
through  some  of  the  material  last  night,  I  noticed  the  list 
of  —  I  guess  it's  falling  under  the  research  programs  —  it 
was  either  under  contracts  that  you  presently  have  and/or 
contracts  that  you're  .reviewing  to  award,  and  it  looked  like 
a  who's  who  list  in  academia . 

And  I  wondered  why  there  weren't  more  practicing 
engineers.     Maybe  they  don't  exist  in  the  field  of 
transportation  structures,  or  that  the  big  interest  is  in 
the  academic  field,  but  I  just  had  this  thought:     why  don't 
we  have  some  contract  awards  to  some  practicing  groups? 

MR.  GATES:     That's  a  good  question.     We're  —  in 
fact,  our  Research  Advisory  Group  is  meeting  this  afternoon, 
and  I'm  sure  that's  one  of  the  questions  they'll  probably  be 
asking.     We're  anxious  to  fund  research  wherever  it's 
applicable.     And  we  have  a  consultant  who's  testing  fiber- 
wrapped  concrete  at  UC  San  Diego,  but  it's  privately  funded 
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research.     Otherwise,  there's  not  much  outside  of  academia. 

And  I  think  it's  probably  a  matter  of  the 
competition.     The  university  research  is  'Cheaper.  They've 
got  slave  labor,  essentially,  at  the  university,  so  they  can 
work  graduate  students  a  lot  cheaper. 

But  the  interest  seems  to  be  picking  up  in  non- 
academic  areas.     We're  getting  inquiries  from  several 
companies.     The  problem  that  we're  having  is  that  most  of 
the  time,  there  seems  to  be  a  sales  pitch  attached  to 
private  industry  research.     They're  trying  --  rather  than 
trying  to  research  something,  they're  trying  to  sell  us 
something.     And  so,  we  have  to  sit  through  that  and  really 
get  something  that's  worthwhile  for  the  state. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     That         I  certainly 
agree  with  that  concern.     It  seems  to  me  that  the  advisory 
board  that  you  have  consists  of  a  number  of  folks  that  have 
been  in  both  categories.     And  I  would  just  say  that  I  would 
guess  that  there  are  some  practicing  engineers  that  have 
some  knowledge  that  would  blend  with  the  research  academic 
that  would  be  very  helpful.     And  I  don't  know  who  they  are 
right  now,  but  I'm  sure  there  must  be  some  out  there. 

MR.  GATES:     Well,  right  after  the  earthquake,  we 
just  sort  of  were  overwhelmed,  and  sat  back  and  let  research 
proposals  hit  us.     Now  we've  got  the  chance  to  sit  down  and 
write  a  prospectus  for  research  needs,  which  is  the  way 
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we're  going  to  go.     So,  we're  going  to  try  and  turn  it 
around  and  throw  it  out  and  say,  "Here's  a  problem,  we  want 
it  solved,  give  us  some  proposals."     So,  we're  going  to  turn 
around,  and,  hopefully,  that  will  pull  some  of  this  type  of 
people  in. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Scott? 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     Well,  I  appreciate  very  much 
the  encouraging  and  positive  response,  Jim,   from  Caltrans 
and  yourself.     I  did  have  just  one  kind  of  quick  response. 

You  made  a  comment,  you  said  your  director  feels 
better,  more  comfortable,  administering  the  seismic  review 
function  directly  out  of  his  office.     Well,  I  don't  know  — 
it  .just  sort  of  hit  me  momentarily,  as  a  part-time  student 
of  administrative  behavior  and  being  kind  of  an  observer  of 
things  as  they  run  by  you,  if  that  feeling  more  comfortable 
means  the  independent  review  is  a  little  bit  less 
independent,  then,  conversely,  as  a  Commission  member,  the 
more  comfortable  your  director  felt,  I  guess  the  less 
comfortable  I  would  feel  as  a  Commission  member. 

That's  sort  of  my  comment  on  the  trade-off  there. 

MR.  GATES:     Well,   I  --  yeah,  I  don't  want  to 
comment  too  much  on  this,  because  I  kind  of  differ  a  little 
bit  with  Mr.  Roberts  on  this  issue.     But  I  think  that  we're 
going  to  make  every  attempt  to  go  along  with  the  wishes  of 
the  Commission. 
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CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Here  I  am  —  you  caught  me 

talking . 

Any  other  questions?    We  have  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  have  some  too. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Oh,  excuse  me. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Mr.  Gates,  each  of  the  commissioners 
has  before  them  a  packet  of  what  we  call  issue  statements 
that  raise  issues  that  have  been  raised  to  us  in  the  review, 
sometimes  by  commissioners  and  others,  and  it  just  argues 
the  issue.     There's  one  that  does  deal  with  Caltrans ,  and 
very  similar  to  what  we've  already  been  talking  about,  but 
with  a  slightly  different  twist. 

And  it  deals  with  the  advisory  committee  that 
would  be  created  to  look  at  guidelines  and  policy.     And  this 
is  the  advisory  committee  that  we  have  recommended  in  the 
report  to  report  directly  to  the  director  of  the  department 
rather  than  to  the  division  level,  since  he'll  be  dealing 
with  policy,  standards,  and  general  —  more  general  kinds  of 
issues . 

The  concern  was  raised  in  the  context  that 
Caltrans,  though  a  preeminent  engineering  organization,  is  a 
bureaucracy,  has  its  own  way  of  doing  things,  and  in  time, 
bureaucracies  become  more  insular  than  outward-looking,  and 
that  the  goal  of  the  advisory  committee  is  to  bring  that 
outside  point  of  view  in,  on  a  constant  basis.     Then  the 
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question  was,  "Well,  how  can  it  be  more  effective?" 

And  the  suggestion  that  we  have  is  that  the 
advisory  committee  could  be  given  two  additional 
responsibilities.     And  one  is,  is  to  participate  in  some 
unspecified  way  in  the  selection  of  your  independent  project 
peer  reviewers,  you  know,  who  —  the  types  of  firms  that  are 
selected  and  so  forth,  and  then,  secondly,  formally  be  given 
copies  of  those  independent  peer  --  project  peer  review 
reports,  so  that  on  a  —  not  to  accept  or  criticize  or  to 
second-guess,  but  to  monitor,  so  they  can  see  over  time  how 
the  project  peer  review  process  is  working. 

And  I've  argued  that  out,  and  we've  argued  that 
out.,  in  the  statement  before  you.     And  staff's 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  would  be  that  the  policy 
advisory  committee  should  participate  in  the  selection  of 
peer  review  panels  and  that  it  should  be  given  copies  of 
peer  review  reports  and  to  periodically  evaluate  the 
efficacy  of  the  project  peer  review  process.     And  this  is  a 
way  to  make  it  more  effective. 

You  know,  being  hit  cold  with  that,  do  you 

have  — 

MR.  GATES:     Well,   no.     In  fact  — 
MR.  TOBIN:     —  any  opinion? 

MR.  GATES:     --  Mr.  Roberts  and  I  have  discussed 
this  already.     I  think  this  is  one  of  the  first  charges  that 
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we're  probably  going  to  be  giving  our  review  board,  is  to 
look  at  the  whole  peer  review  process.     As  you  might  well  be 
aware,  it's  a  rather  agonizing  thing.     It's  like  you're 
laying  your  whole  soul  out.     And  we  feel  that  it's  important 
to  do  this,  but  we  want  to  do  it  right.     So,  we're  going  to 
open  that  up  as  one  of  the  charges  for  that  board.     I  don't 
think  that  we  will  have  any  problem  there. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

Gates . 

MR.  GATES:     Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioners,  as  we  move  back 
to  any  final  comments  for  staff,  let  us  then  perhaps  give 
those  final  comments,  with  the  recognition  that  staff  is 
going  to  be  refining,  reviewing,  and  doing  a  number  of 
things  in  the  next  few  days,  and  then,  hopefully,  getting 
that  back  to  the  Executive  Committee  meeting. 

But  are  there  any  final  comments  that  you  would 
like  to  make  as  a  result  of  some  of  the  other  testimony? 

Commissioner  Waste? 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     I'm  not  quite  sure  what  the 
conclusion  is  on  this,  but  I  think  the  absence  of  the 
University  of  California  and  their  apparent  position  puts  us 
in  a  difficult  position.     However,  I  think  it's  one  that 
needs  to  be  approached  with  some  strength  and  some  maybe 
courageous  decision  has  to  be  reached,  which  is  a  long- 
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winded  way  of  saying  I  wish  they'd  been  here.     We  would 
still  want  to  be  cooperative,  but  our  job  as  commissioners, 
to  carry  out  the  Governor's  statement  of  this  thing,  is  very 
clear,  and  I  think  our  statement  in  the  report  has  to  be 
very  clear  as  to  our  feelings  on  this  subject. 

And  I  guess,  in  very  short  phrasing,  we're 
disappointed  with  their  —  or  I  am  disappointed  with  their 
response,  and  I  think  that  the  response  that  we  have  gotten 
is  inadequate  compared  with  the  enormity  of  the  problem. 
And  two  weeks  from  now,  they're  going  to  have  85,000  people 
sitting  right  there  on  the  fault.     They  can't  correct  it 
between  now  and  that  time,  but  I ' d  certainly  like  to  see 
them  direct  a  lot  more  positive  effort  than  we're  seeing 
them  take,  period. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Thank  you.  Commissioner 

Waste . 

Any  other  comments? 
Okay.  Staff? 
Oh,  pardon. 

MR.  TOBIN:  Well,  yeah.  Well  —  no,  I  have  — 
there  are  some  issues  that  I  think  are  still  outstanding 
that  I'm  looking  for  nods  on  the  part  of  commissioners. 

The  first,  I  think  Commissioner  Umemoto  has  some 
legitimate  questions  regarding  the  capital  outlay  process. 
And  I  know,  while  Mr.  Desch  is  here,  perhaps  we  —  if 
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necessary,  ask  him  to  be  an  expert  witness  for  us. 

But,  Commissioner  Umemoto,  I  think  we  should 
pursue  that. 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:     Yeah.     I  still  have 
reservations  on  making  our  recommendation  so  focused  on  the 
methodology  of  budgeting.     I  think,  in  terms  of  our 
objective,  I  don't  think  it's  inconsistent,  but  the 
objective  here  is  to  do  seismic  retrofitting  as  soon  as 
possible.     But  at  the  same  time,  I  think  there  needs  to  be, 
as  we've  seen  from  the  docxamentation  that  has  been  submitted 
to  us,  that  there  definitely  needs  to  be  oversight  by  us  as 
well  as  numerous  other  entities,  other  than  the  actual 
department  or  whoever  is  administering  —  if  it  is  in  a 
program  --  the  state  budgeting  process. 

I  would  recommend  that  our  recommendation  here 
should  be  more  focused  on  just  our  objective  in  getting  the 
process  in  seismic  retrofitting,  as  opposed  to  using  a 
specific  procedure  of  process  at  this  time.     I  don't  think 
--  I  don't  know  how  many  people  are,  per  se,  experts  in 
determining  program  process  as  opposed  to  special  projects 
as  opposed  to  projects.     I'm  not  real  comfortable  right  now 
in  going  out  that  far  at  this  time. 

I  think  there  may  be  some  modifications.     I  mean, 
we're  looking  at  this,  two  separate  procedures.     Maybe  the 
way  to  go  is  kind  of  a  modification  of  program  versus 
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project,  so  there  is  that  review  that  we  are  able  to 
undertake  at  the  same  time  to  make  sure  that  they're  setting 
the  right  priorities  as  well. 

So,  my  recommendation  is  to  make  modifications, 
not  be  —  really  programs  —  or  specific  to  that  type  of 
budgeting  process. 

MR.  TOBIN:     By  recommendations,  you  would  say  that 
we  would  --  we  should  comment  that  the  existing  process  is 
far  too  slow  to  achieve  the  kind  of  results  that  are 
necessary,  and  it  needs  to  be  changed,  and  it  might  be 
modified,  or  a  program-based  budget  process,  or  the  federal 
government  process  might  be  adopted,  but  something  has  to  be 
done ,  and  that  — 

COMMISSIONER  UMEMOTO:     Either  with  the 
streamlining  of  the  project  methodology  or  a  combination  of 
program/project,  or  looking  at  the  program  budget  basis,  or 
the  federal  two-tiered  process,  but  I  think,   in  terms  of 
just  making  it  specifically  just  to  those  two  areas,  I  think 
we're  going,  at  least  from  my  point  of  view,  going  out  on  a 
limb  on  two  specific  areas,  without  the  availability  of  the 
information  of,  "Well,  is  that  going  to  allow  us  to  do  the 
necessary  work  that  this  Commission  wants  to  do?,"  because 
it  would  be  much  more  determined  on  a  project  basis  by  that 
particular  department. 

We  can't,  per  se  —  I  don't  think  we  have  as  much 
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leverage ,  and  I  think  part  of  the  reason  why  some  of  the 
project  delays  are  made  is  simply  because,  say,  as  an 
example,  Department  XYZ  has  submitted  a  proposal  that's  real 
weak,  and  therefore  it  has  to  be  turned  back  to  them.  They 
need  to  be  real  specific  on  their  goals  and  objectives  and 
how  they're  going  to  implement  it.     They're  missing  a  lot  of 
elements  in  their  specific  project,  and  therefore,  that  is 
part  of  the  reason  for  some  of  the  delays.     That's  not  to 
say  that  the  system  itself  may  be  —  may  be  looked  at  also, 
but  there  are  other  variables  that  do  contribute  to  those 
delays . 

I  think  maybe  we  should  look  into  some  of  those  as 

well . 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Do  you  have  —  do  you 
want  to  respond,  because  Commissioner  Iwan  would  like  to 
speak? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Same  subject.     Same  subject. 

MR.  TOBIN:  No,  I  don't  want  to  respond,  except 
that,  you  know,  Mr.  Desch  might  be  able  to  answer  some  of 
those  questions. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     Do  you  want  to 

speak  — 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Well,   let  me  —  yeah,   let  me 
just  make  a  general  comment,  if  I  may,  and  then  he  can 
respond  to  both. 
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CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     But  I  just  —  in  picking  up  on 
that,  Commissioner  Umemoto,  I  think  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  consistent  with  the  idea  to  try  to  focus  on  the  real 
fundamental  issues  and  needs  that  are  involved,  and  to 
present  specific  solutions  more  as  options  rather  than  as 
the  focus.     And,  I  think,  coming  back  to  where  I  started  the 
discussion  at  the  beginning,  I  think,  clearly,  there's  a 
deep,  underlying  issue  here,  which  is  that  there's  something 
in  the  system  of  the  allocation  of  resources  and  so  on  which 
is  not  working.     And  something  has  to  be  done  about  that. 

And  maybe  it's  our  responsibility  to  present  some 
options,  but  not  to  propose  a  particular  way  of  going, 
because  I  have  the  same  kind  of  uncomfortable  feeling  that  I 
don't  know  that  much  about  the  details  of  it.     And  to 
recommend  a  detailed  solution  without  knowing  that  is  a 
little  presumptuous,  on  my  part  at  least.     So,   I  would  be  in 
favor  of  a  statement  which  had  all  these  things  in  it  but 
presented  the  options,  but  focusing  on  the  issue.     And  the 
issue  is,  the  system  right  now  doesn't  work  very  well.  The 
way  it's  working  right  now,  you  can't  put  some  money  to 
where  you  need  it  to  try  to  move. 

And  here's  a  way  --  here's  one  way  to  solve  that. 
There  may  be  others  that  someone  could  come  up  with.  The 
point  is,  we've  got  to  fix  it. 
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COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     I  just  found  out  what  the 
term  "vice  chairman"  means. 
(Laughter) 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     The  chairman  will  be  out  for 
a  few  minutes,  so  you're  stuck  with  the  vice  chair. 

I  do  have  instructions,  however.     And  it  says, 
after  the  comments  are  through  here  —  Mr.  Desch,  would  you 
like  to  comment  on  this  issue? 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  I  --  sure.     I  was  just  thinking 
of  a  possibility.     I'm  thinking  of  the  SB  1250,  where  there 
are  $2  50  million  to  spend  on  retrofitting  the  state 
buildings.     And  for  that,  we  have  to  go  to  the  Legislature 
to  get  approval  for  that  —  for  that  expenditure.     As  I  see 
it,  there  should  be  groups  of  buildings  coming  through,  and 
we'll  have  our  first  ones  that  we  can  identify  immediately 
--  that  would  be,  you  know,  where  we  know  --  we  mentioned 
those  earlier  --  up  there  sitting  on  a  seismic  hill,  and  we 
want  to  hit  those  right  away.     VJe '  re  doing  that  in  San 
Francisco  already. 

SB  --  what  is  it?  —  4333?     But  if  we  could  get 
spending  authority  up  front  —  this  ties  into  the  bond  — 
somebody  who's  an  expert  on  the  bonds,  how  they  get  those, 
to  get  that  spending  authority,  then  the  control  of  other 
--  maybe  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission,  or  working  with 
Finance  --  somehow  or  another,  have  that  up  front  so  you 
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don't  have  to  go  through  that  legislative  process  every  time 
we  get  a  group  of  buildings  we're  ready  to  start  to  work  on, 
even  if  they're  the  easy  things  that  we  could  take  care  of 
that  could  save  the  harm  to  people,  the  falling  objects  and 
all  that  sort  of  thing. 

It  just  seems  to  me  that  that's  --  that  it's  so 
clumsy,  in  my  experience,  working  with  the  state  and  having 
to  go  through  that  process.     It  takes  so  long  to  get  that 
authority. 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  Lloyd? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     Bill,  on  the  issue  of 
the  budget  process,  it  seems  to  me  that  from  one 
perspective,  we  can  give  a  great  deal  of  credit  for  the 
innovative  way  the  University  of  California  borrowed  $50' 
million,  and  we  congratulate  them  for  that.     And  because  of 
that,  they've  solved  some  very  urgent  problems  at  a  couple 
of  locations  that  we  all  appreciate.     And  I  think  some  of 
the  pressure  that  was  brought  to  bear  by  our  hearings  in 
Oakland  helped  in  that  matter. 

Are  there  other  innovative  ways  like  that  that 
someone  could  come  up  with  that  might  circumvent  this  long, 
drawn-out  process?     It  is  possible  for  the  University  or 
other  agencies  to  borrow  money?     I  mean,  is  that  a  unique 
thing  that  was  just  a  quirk,  or  is  that  something  we  can 
look  at? 
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I  mean,  we're  really  talking  about  some  important 
losses  that  we  are  gravely  concerned  about.     And  we're  all 
going  to  be  sitting  here  a  couple  years  from  now  and  saying, 
"Well,  we  told  you  so."    And  that's  really  unacceptable. 

MR.  TOBIN:     We  have  the  system  that  was  created  — 
I  mean,  I  don't  know  why  it  was  created,  but  it's  one  with 
checks  and  balances  in  it.     And  if  an  agency  wants  to  build 
a  building,  which  is,  I  think,  the  way  it  was  --  why  it  was 
created,  you  know,  it  has  to  be  able  to  prove  it  needs  the 
space,  and  it  has  to  prove  that  it's  the  right  location,  and 
it  has  to  prove  that  it's  the  lowest  possible  cost.  And 
that  then  is  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Finance,  it's 
reviewed  by  the  Legislature,  and  then  authorization  is  given 
for  the  next  step.     And  it's  one  to  prevent  errors  and 
abuses  and  provide  for  some  accountability  in  capital 
outlay. 

And  that's  where  it  came  about,  and  those  are  some 
pretty  tight  restrictions.     And  the  University  of  California 
has  flexibility  because  they're  a  constitutionally 
independent  agency,  and  it  has  a  great  degree  of  flexibility 
over  some  of  their  funds.     And  the  funds  that  they  used  in 
this  case  were  funds  from  the  federal  government  that 
they're  paid  as  managers  of  the  three  laboratories  for  the 
Department  of  Energy,  and  it's  their  money  to  do  with  as 
they  wished.     And  they  did  have  that  authority. 
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But  I  don't  think  the  Department  of  General 
Services  has  that  authority,  or  the  State  University  system. 
It  just  doesn't. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:  •  Mr.  Vice  Chairman? 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  Bob? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     I  would  like  to  call  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  Commission  that  the  representative  from 
UC  Berkeley  told  us  that  they  had  money  for  handicapped  and 
they  had  money  for  asbestos,  because  it  was  the  law.     And  I 
put  it  to  you  that  if  the  seismic  safety  items  were  the  law 
also,  that  they  would  have  the  money  for  it. 

MR.  TOBIN:     But  those  items  still  do  go  through 
the  capital  outlay  process,  you  know,  asbestos  removal  — 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     But  they're  being  done. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Yes,  but  the  —  but  it's  that  four- 
year  process. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,   they  seem  to  be 

doing  it. 

MR.  DESCH:     I  think  that  was  my  point.     Since  we 
have  the  money  —  basically,  it's  in  the  bond  for  the  act  — 
that  if  we  could  get  that  appropriated,  get  authorization  to 
spend  under  controlled  conditions,  then  we  wouldn't  have  to 
go  through  all  those  steps.     And  maybe  a  huge,  major  project 
would  have  to  go  back  for  more  scrutiny,  but  the  small  — 
the  smaller  projects  that  we  need  to  get  into  right  away  and 
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get  moving  on,  they  could  have  —  that  money  could  be 
already  set  up  and  have  the  authority  to  be  there. 

MR.  TOBIN:     See,  and  now,  just  earlier  today,  we 
voted  to  sponsor  legislation  to  have  the  money  for  carrying 
out  the  research  aspects.     That  money  was  approved  by  the 
voters  in  June,  and  we  can't  spend  a  penny  of  it  until  after 
that  legislation  is  passed.     And  that  may  be  next  September 
before  that  will  pass. 

And  we're  coming  --  going  after  that  whole  thing, 
because  it ' s  a  small  enough  amount  of  money.     But  they  can't 
ask  for  $240  --  $250  million,  without  being  able  to  specify 
the  projects,  the  buildings,  how  much  it's  going  to  be,  what 
their  schedules  are.     And  they  just  can't  develop  all  that 
information. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     We  fall  back  on 
Kockelman's  solution  and  put  a  sign  up:     "Abandon  hope,  all 
ye  who  enter  here." 

(Laughter ) 

MR.  TOBIN:     But  I  guess  it's  kind  of  --  from  my 
perspective,  my  recommendation  would  be  that  we  follow  much 
of  what  Commissioner  Umemoto  has  said,  and  that  we  focus  our 
criticism  on  how  long  the  system  now  takes,  suggest  that  it 
has  to  be  changed,  and  that  there's  a  —  we  seek  either 
modifications  in  the  existing  program,  or  consideration  of  a 
program-based  budget,  or  the  two-tier  federal  system  as  a 
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solution,  and  give  out  those  three  —  those  three  options. 

I  think  it's  incumbent  on  us  to  give  some  specif 
recommendations,  but  not  take  the  program-based  budget 
process  as  the  sole  way. 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  I  think  the  clock  and  money 
has  been  what  —  in  how  far  we  can  move  from  here  on  this. 

I  think,   for  the  record,  we  have  all  the 
discussion  we  need  on  the  subject. 

Tim,  are  you  satisfied  with  what  you  have  there? 

MR.  CRONIN:  Yeah. 

MR.  TOBIN:     I'm  not. 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  Tom? 

MR.  TOBIN:  Mr.  Chairman,  yes.  Should  dangerous 
buildings  be  posted  with  placards  warning  occupants  of  the 
expected  seismic  safety  performance? 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN :  Yeah,  I. didn't  —  I  did 
not  introduce  this,  except  maybe  several  months  ago. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     I  don't  believe  that. 

(Laughter) 

MR.  TOBIN:  The  staff  --  the  issues  you  have 
before  you  and  the  staffing  that  we  have  down,  I  would 
suggest  the  following  language: 

"While  the  1991  supplemental 
language  to  the  state  budget  bill 
requires  posting  state-owned  buildings, 
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including  UC  and  CSU  buildings,  with 
signs  on  how  to  respond  to  earthquakes 
and  how  to  exit  the  buildings.     There  is 
no  requirement  that  these  signs  also 
disclose  hazards,  even  when  studies  have 
determined  that  buildings  have  a 
potential  for  extensive  structural  and 
nonstructural  damage  or  present  collapse 
hazards  or  falling  hazards. 

"The  Commission  believes  occupants 
have  a  right  to  know  if  the  building 
they  enter  possesses  an  appreciable 
hazard  to  life,  and  a  right  to 
voluntarily  choose  to  enter  or  not.  The 
state  has  a  responsibility  to  offer 
reasonably  convenient  access  to 
alternative  facilities  for  those  who 
choose  not  to  enter. 

"State  law  may  need  to  be  clarified 
to  assure  that  posting  does  not  change 
the  test  for  liability  in  case  of  injury 
and  to  require  that  the  state  must  abate 
hazards  posted  by  these  buildings  by  a 
specific  date,  or  cease  public  use  of 
the  buildings.     Signs  posted  in 
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conspicuous  locations  should  direct 
concerned  parties  to  sources  of  more 
detailed  information  on  the  nature  of 
the  hazards  and  the  risks  of  injury." 
So,  jumping  the  gun  on  the  Posting  Committee,  I'm 
recommending  that  we  say  these  should  be  posted,  but  posting 
not  be  allowed  to  be  an  excuse,  either  to  ameliorate  the 
state's  liability  or  as  an  excuse  not  to  strengthen 
buildings . 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Madame  Chairman,   is  a 
resolution  in  order  to  get  this  included  in  the  report  to 
the  Governor? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Well,  I  think,   if  we  just  want 
to  talk  about  it  and  see  if  that's  --  you  know  —  or  you  can 
make  it  in  the  form  of  a  motion  to  add  to  it,  whichever. 
And  don't  let  me  interrupt  and  change  anyone's  mind. 

But  if  you  want  to  make  it  in  the  form  of  a 
motion,  Commissioner  Kockelman  — 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:       I  have  a  little  concern, 
aside  from  this.     There's  a  lot  of  issues  here,  including 
making  the  board  of  regents  personally  responsible,  you 
know,  if  the  —  but  as  I  understand  it,  we're  not  going 
really  be  able  to  discuss  all  these  things  today,  and  it's 
going  to  be  thrown  over  to  the  Executive  Committee  to  write 
the  report  to  the  Governor  and  -- 
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CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN;     To  make  the  final  review.  Just 
to  make  the  final  review. 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  why  I'm  trying  to  raise  these 

issues  — 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN :     Yeah,  I  understand. 
MR.  TOBIN:     —  to  get  a  nod  from  the  Commission  so 
the  Executive  Committee  knows  what  to  do. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Yeah.     Is  that  the 
intention?     Are  you  going  to,  now,  the  Executive  Committee, 
and  then  to  the  Governor  from  there,  or  now  you're  coming 
back  to  full  Commission? 

MR.  TOBIN:     What  I  would  propose  is,   if  we  have  a 
consensus  on  the  Commission  on  how  to  act  on  each  of  these 
issues  or  other  issues,  the  staff  will  write  those  issues 
the" way  the  Commission  asks  them  to  be  written  into  a 
report,  and  the  Executive  Committee  will  be  the  truth  check 
and  the  clarity  check  to  see  that  we've  properly  reflected 
the  Commission's  point  of  view. 

I  am  uncomfortable  taking  that  kind  of  a  decision 
on,  myself,  without  having  the  Commission,  on  these 
important  issues,  to  make  the  decision. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Tom,  I  realize  the  dilemma 
you're  in,  and  I  agree  with  you  completely.     But  I  would 
like  to  suggest  that  those  of  us  that  have  fax  machines,  you 
could  fax  the  report. 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
S 
10 

1 1 

12 

13 
14 
15 

16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


92 

MR.  TOBIN:     I'd  be  perfectly  happy  to  fax  it  to 

everybody. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Yeah,  sure. 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  no  problem. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  think  what  he's 
suggesting  is  something  better  than  that,  to  take  the  dozen 
key  issues  now  and  discuss  them  and  have  a  consensus,  and 
send  those  forth  to  the  staff  and  the  Executive  Committee, 
without  allowing  the  Executive  Committee  a  great  deal  of 
discretion  in  editing  those. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:  Yeah. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN :     Let ' s  go  back ,  though ,  to  your 
—  the  issue  that  you  raised,  because  I  think  there  does 
need  to  be  some  direction  at  this  time  from  the  Commission.' 
And  if  you'd  like  to,  I  can  either  do  it  one  of  two  ways, 
and  let  me  get  the  input  from  the  Commission. 

We  can  reach  a  consensus  that  this  be  included,  or 
it  can  be  in  the  form  of  a  motion,  but  there  needs  to  be 
some  sort  of  action.     If  there  --  let  me  put  it  to  you  this 
way.     Is  there  anyone  who  might  disagree  with  the  posting  of 
--  the  request  for  the  posting  of  these  buildings  be 
included  in  the  report  at  this  time? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     As  stated,  in  this  language. 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     I'd  like  a  clarification  on 
one  point  before  saying  yes  or  no  on  it,  if  I  might. 
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The  idea  of  giving  notice,   it  seems  to  me,  makes  a 
lot  of  sense.     I  thought  I  heard  some  language  in  there 
about  requiring  them  to  provide  alternative  facilities  to  go 
into,  if  the  individuals  did  not  want  to  go  into  those. 
That  might  have  considerably  broader  implications.     I  don't 
know  how  to  go  about  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Is  that  something  that  you 
might  be  able  to  remove  from  that?     In  other  words,  we  could 
stay  with  the  posting  and  the  -- 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     And  the  notice? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     --  and  the  notice,  and  you  can 
derive  information  about  —  further  information  about  this 
somewhere  else,  but  that  we  leave,  to  the  point  of  what  the 
alternative  is,  to  maybe  something  later. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Madame  Chair? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yes.     Commissioner  Iwan? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Can  I  suggest  that  that 
particular  portion,  which  also  troubled  me,  be  put  into  the 
next  sentence,  where  it  says,   "State  law  may  need  to  be 
clarified  to"  —  and  then  insert  that,  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  need  will  be  for  other  facilities  to  be  provided? 
Do  you  understand  — 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Well,   the  state  has  a 
responsibility  to  offer  those.     That's  the  right  idea. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Put  that  under  the  inquiry 
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part. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right. 
Commissioner  Cluff? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     I  just  wondered  if 
Commissioner  McCarthy,  who's  chairman  of  this  Posting 
Committee,  even  though  you  will  be  presenting  a  report  to  us 
in  the  December  meeting,  if  there's  any  additional  thoughts 
or  recommendations  that  you  might  have,  based  on  your 
committee's  work  right  now. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     It  won't  hurt  my  feelings 
if  you  go  ahead  today.     The  information  that  we  gathered  at 
our  workshop  was  —  to  me,  it  was  fascinating.     And  the  -- 
some  of  the  —  the  two,  I  thought,  most  critical  witnesses, 
if  that's  the  word,  were  the  two  attorneys.     One  was  a 
Chinese  gentleman  from  the  Bay  Area,  and  he  seemed  a  very, 
very  bright  young  fellow.     And  another  was  a  --  was  a  --  I 
gather  he  was  a  general  practitioner  of  the  law.     He  was  the 
more  aggressive  of  the  two,   but  they  said  the  same  thing. 

And  they  both  said,   in  effect,  under  today's  law 
--  different  than  it  was  thirty  years  ago  or  twenty  years 
ago,  or  even  ten  years  ago  —  under  today's  law,  you,  as  an 
owner  of  a  building,  whomever  you  may  be,  or  an  owner  of 
anything  else,  have  a  responsibility,  a  legal 
responsibility,  to  inform  the  users  of  your  product  or  your 
building  or  whatever  it  may  be  of  a  hazard  that's  known  by 
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you.     And  if  you  know  of  a  hazard  and  you  don't  let  the 
people  know,  you  are  liable  for  damages. 

And  both  attorneys  felt  that  any  owner  of  a 
building  would  be  very  well  advised  to  have  some  kind  of  a 
sign  or  some  kind  of  a  notice  to  relieve  themselves  of  that 
legal  responsibility. 

And  it  was  —  it  was  just  the  opposite  of  what  I 
would  have  guessed  the  attorneys  would  have  advised  us. 

And  I  think  the  remarks  that  the  University  people 
made,  at  the  meetings  I  did  not  attend,  was  that  —  it's 
something  to  the  effect  that,  "If  we  inform  people  of  a 
hazard  and  that  we're  not  able  to  do  anything  about,  it's 
going  to  make  them  unnecessarily  worried  and  distraught,  and 
it's  really  better  that  they  don't  know."    And  that's 
precisely  what  is  not  the  thing  to  do  nowadays. 

You  let  them  know,  and  even  if  it's  smoking  a 
cigarette  or  going  into  a  restaurant  where  you  might  have 
glass  of  wine  --  and  wine  can  be  dangerous  to  your  health  if 
you're  pregnant,  I  understand  --  I  don't  believe  it,  but  I 
understand  it  --  it  really  is  completely  threaded  through 
our  entire  society,  this  glastnost  or  peristroika  or 
whatever  it  is.     And  you  know,  those  of  that  grew  up  in  an 
earlier  era  have  a  little  hard  time  with  this  thing. 

But  --  so  that  the  tenor  of  the  whole  thing  was 
that  there  was  going  to  be  recommended  to  the  Commission  a 
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placarding  system  of  some  kind.     We  didn't  have  it  worked 
out,  but  there  wasn't  anyone  who  gave  us  testimony  contrary 
to  that  way  of  thinking,  really. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Put  it  in. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     So,  obviously,  the  committee 
now  is  —  by  your  representation,  is  supportive  of  the 
inclusion  and  would  not  be  offended  if  we  acted  prior  to 
your  report. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,   I  hate  to  speak  for 
the  whole  committee.     Paul  Fratessa  was  there. 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     But  I  agree,  yeah. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yeah.     I  think  I  saw  a 
commissioner  —  Commissioner  Cluff. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Well,   yeah.     I  just  wanted  to 
follow  up.     And  I  was  part  of  the  "Gang  of  Three"  that  put 
this  whole  issue  under  the  leadership  of  Commissioner 
Fratessa,  when  we  were  in  my  car  traveling  to  our  hearing  in 
the  Presidio.     But  --  so,  I'm  not  against  posting. 

But  it  seemed  to  me  that  there  was  another  legal 
issue,  Bob,  that  you  don't  need  to  answer  right  now,  but  I 
hope  your  committee  will  report  on  it,  and  that  is,  let's 
take  a  campus,  which  was  the  issue  that  we  were  talking 
about,  and  you  post  one  building.     By  not  posting  a  number 
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of  other  buildings,  what's  the  legal  liability  which  you  get 
into  which  would  make  those  safe? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,  that  really  wasn't 
as  complicated  as  you  may  believe,  because  you  as  an  owner 
have  to  know  that  it's  not  safe  yourself,  in  order  for  you 
to  be  legally  liable.     And  so,  you  really  reduce  the 
liability  to  those  buildings  that  are  obviously  known, 
which,  in  this  case,  would  be  unreinforced  masonry 
buildings.     But  the  newer  buildings  of  the  tilt-up  concrete 
construction  or,  you  know,  weak  soft  stories  and  that  sort 
of  thing,  you're  not  --  are  not  generally  known  by  every 
building  owner.     And  so,  if  you  have  a  hazard  that's  not 
known  to  you,  then  you're  not  going  to  be  liable  for  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Fratessa? 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     The  last  remark  is 
interesting,  because  the  key  words  in  this  paragraph  in  here 
which  are  important  to  me  are  that  it  --  it  says,  "where 
studies  show  that  a  building  is  known  to  be  a  potential"  -- 
however  that  wording  go.     The  words  "studies  show"  — 
therefore,  there's  real  knowledge  of  a  real  life  safety. 

And  I  think  those  are  the  key  words,   to  me.  And 
the  reason  that's  a  key  is  it  doesn't  automatically  say  that 
you  have  an  unreinforced  masonry  building,  nobody's  done  a 
study  on  it,  and  that  gives  you  an  opportunity  at  least  to 
make  a  study  before  you  might  have  to  post  that  building. 
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And  that's  an  important  issue. 

And  it's  so  critical  because,  until  there's  a 
study  made,  I  think  we're  really  risking  a  lot  of 
credibility  by  saying  you  ought  to  post  the  building  if  it's 
in  one  of  these  categories.     So,  I'm  reading  into  your 
terminology,  Tom,  that  specific  language  as  a  key,  that  a 
study  has  shown  that  it's  a  real  hazard. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Is  that  true? 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  absolutely  correct.     It  would 
depend  on  a  study,  and  secondly,  the  other  option  is 
language  really  is  the  definition  of  "poor"  and  "very  poor" 
buildings  under  the  UC  policy  statement.     We  didn't  say 
"poor"  and  "very  poor"  since  those  are  UC  terms  of  art,  but 
we  used  their  definition  from  their  policy  statement. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     So,  then  what  happens  is,  the 
attorneys  advise  everyone,   "Don't  do  any  studies."  That's 
exactly  what  happens.     I  can  tell  you  that  from  experience. 
They  just  say,  "Don't  authorize  anyone  to  study,  because 
once  you  know,  you're  negligent,  and  if  you  don't  know,  then 
you're  okay." 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I  think  we've  already 
asked  the  state  agencies  to  do  such  studies,  and  they  have 
begun  such  studies.     And  that's  really  the  issue  before  us, 
is  state  buildings. 
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MR.  TOBIN:     You're  —  once  a  study  shows,  it 
doesn't  make  you  automatically  liable-.     What  makes  you 
liable  is  when  you  don't  act  like  a  reasonable  party  to 
address  the  hazard.     And  so,  once  the  study  has  shown  a 
building's  hazard,  then  you're  required  to  continue  to  act 
in  a  reasonable  and  responsible  fashion,  before  you're  going 
to  end  up  having  that  liability.     And  I  think  that's  the  way 
I  interpret  each  of  the  organizations  we've  worked  with, 
want  to  be  seen  and  perform  anyway. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  McCarthy? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,   I  —  you  know,  I 
think  the  remark  is  worth  making  that  thieves  and  scoundrels 
will  find  a  way  around  this.     But  that's  —  they  find  a  way 
around  everything.     But  that's  a  very  small  percentage  of 
the  population,  and  hopefully,  none  of  those  people  exist 
within  government. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Never. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Not  our  government. 

(Laughter ) 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.     I  think  there's  a 
general  consensus  — 

MR.  TOBIN:  Yes. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Yes,   there  is. 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     —  to  include  that.     And  very 
specifically,   I  hope  somebody  underlines  those  operative 
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words . 

I'm  still  troubled  somewhat  by  it,  but  don't  —  I 
just  would  go  on  record  —  I  still  have  problems,  because  I 
think  of  the  opportunities  to  get  around  it,  and  it  creates, 
I  think,  some  potential  problems.     But  I'm  not  —  I'm  not  a 
lawyer,  but  I'd  hate  to  be  in  court  someday  with  the  whole 
problem. 

Any  other  items  that  we  need  to  -- 

MR.  TOBIN:     Next  is  an  accountability  question. 
The  next  issue  says,  "Should  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission 
be  responsible  for  oversight  of  seismic  safety  policy 
measures  for  state -operated  buildings,  including  UC  and 
CSU?"     I  think,  maybe  more  accurately  stated,  should  the 
Commissioner  be  assigning  --  asking  or  assigning  to  itself 
the  responsibility  to  oversee  the  follow-up  through  this 
Executive  Order  and  our  report? 

And  the  language  we  give  says  that  the  Commission 
should  be  —  this  is  something  we  haven't  discussed  among 
the  staff  in  some  depth.     I'm  a  bit  uncomfortable  assigning 
that  responsibility  to  ourselves,  because  it  looks  a  bit 
self-serving. 

Clearly,  under  the  Commission's  existing  law,  we 
have  the  authority,  indeed,  or  responsibility  for  some 
oversight  over  seismic  safety  anyway  --  not  specifically, 
obviously,  to  this  report  and  Executive  Order,  but  continued 
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—  I  assume  the  continued  oversight  under  our  existing  law 
is  something  we'd  be  carrying  out.     But  the  question  is 
whether  the  Commission  should  be  assigning  itself  an  ongoing 
function  here. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Iwan? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I'd  like  to  put  that  in  the 
same  category  as  the  earlier  ones  that  we  talked  about,  with 
the  specific  ways  to  handle  the  funding.     And  I  think  that 
we  need  to  make  a  very  clear  and  strong  argument  that 
there's  a  need  for  ongoing  accountability  at  the  highest 
levels  and  to  the  citizens  of  California,  et  cetera,  et 
cetera,  et  cetera. 

One  possibility  would  be  to  ask  the  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  to  do  that,  and  I  think  the  Commission  would  be 
willing  to  undertake  that  responsibility  if  so  requested. 
Some  other  mechanism  may  be  put  in  place,  and  we  would 
support  that  as  well,  if  it  was  effective. 

So,  I  think  that  —  use  that  as  an  option  rather 
than  recommending.     I  would  feel  uncomfortable  to  recommend. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Is  there  general  agreement  to 
that.  Commissioner  Iwan's  -- 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Yeah.     I  concur. 

I'd  rather  see  it  implicit  than  explicit,  because 
after  the  next  damaging  earthquake  they'll  be  coming  in  with 
subpoenas  and  beating  us.     They'll  do  it  anyway,  but  this 
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would  give  us  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Ah,  but  you  could  say  you 
placarded  everything. 

(Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I  think,   staff,  you  -- 
Commissioner  Iwan ' s  recommendations  are  excellent,  and  so 
we'll  ask  you  to  include  that  and  substitute  — 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  next  issue,  I  think,  has  an  Iwan 
solution  as  well. 

(Laughter) 

MR.  TOBIN:     We,  within  the  last  week,  came  across 
a  report  that  is  probably  ten  years  old,  done  by  the 
Department  of  Corrections  on  their  existing  prisons,  talking 
about  some  of  the  seismic  deficiencies  and  so  forth.  And 
the  question  --  the  issue  "that  we  gave  you  is,  "Should  the 
Commission  recommend  to  the  Governor  that  the  Department  of 
Corrections  be  directed  to  develop  an  action  plan?,"  like  he 
directed  the  other  agencies  as  well. 

In  effect,  what  we  would  suggest  now,  following 
Commissioner  Iwan ' s  solution,  in  general  terms,  is  to  point 
out  that  there  are  a  number  of  agencies  that  own  a  large  — 
that  own  important  facilities  and  buildings  that  were  not 
included  in  that.     And  we  would  suggest  that  a  follow-up  is 
that  these  agencies  be  also  asked  to  report  on  their 
programs,  using  the  same  language  from  the  Executive  --  the 
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Executive  Order. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Is  that  agreeable  to  people, 
that  there  are  many  other  agencies  that  ought  to  be 
interested  in  seismic  safety? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:  Amen. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Well,  do  we  have  a  list  of 
who  —  what  agencies  they  might  be?    Because  it  could  be 
fairly  large. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,   I  don't  know  that  it's  fairly 
large.     My  reaction  is,  is  that  we'd  be  looking  first  to  the 
few  agencies  that  have  public  works  authority,  and  the 
Department  of  Corrections  being  one,  the  Department  of  Water 
Resources  being  the  second.  Department  of  Boating  and 
Waterways  being  one,  the  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
being  one. 

MR.  CRONIN :     Excuse  me.     If  my  recollection  is 
correct,  the  exempt  --  the  exempt  agencies  were  listed  in 
the  DCS  report. 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  correct.     DCS  did  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Good.     All  right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  next  issue  is,   "Should  our  report 
include  dollar  amounts  on  the  UC  and  CSU  capital  outlay  line 
items?"     Should  we  be  including  those  in  our  report?  In 
other  words,  should  we  try  to  put  together  a  compilation  of 
capital  outlay  by  the  —  by  UC  and  CSU  over  the  last  five 
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years  and  break  out  those  projects  that  had  seismic  safety 
aspects  to  them? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:  Is  that  even  possible  to  do, 
with  the  time  constraints  that  you  have? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     That's  a  lot  of  work,  isn't  it? 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  don't  know. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     I  don't  see  how  you  could 

do  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I  think  there's  general  thought 
maybe,  Mr.  Tobin,  to  forego  that,  in  the  interests  of  all 
the  other  work  that  you  have  to  do. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well  — 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:  Will  we  be  recommending 
it  to  the  Governor  in  the  future? 

MR.  TOBIN:  No.  It  would  be  --  no,  but  it's,  in 
effect,  would  be  to  just  -- 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:  Background. 

MR.  TOBIN:     --  just  background  to  display  how 
capital  outlays  are  made. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     But  perhaps  an  example  could 
be  used  to  call  attention  to  it,  without  being  complete.  Is 
it  possible  to  mention  the  concept  and  maybe  choose  a  line 
item  or  a  couple  of  line  items  that  we  know  about,  put  them 
in,  and  say  we  haven't  had  time  to  go  through  the  whole 
thing?    Someone  ought  to  do  that. 
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MR.  CRONIN:     I  believe  we've  already  done  that  in 
the  report. 

MR.  TOBIN:     I  think  the^  ^lave 

MR.  CRONIN:  Yeah.  That  was  engendered,  I 
believe,  by  your  questioning  of  Mr.  Baker,  where  you 
specifically  asked  what  percentage  of  — 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Yes,   that's  right. 

MR.  CRONIN:     —  government  entities'  capital 
outlay  went  to  seismic  safety. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Yes.     That's  right. 

MR.  TOBIN:     We  have  done  it.     We  are  not  experts 
at  this  whole  process,  and  whether  or  not  we're  right  is 
what  we  still  have  to  determine.     And  that  may  take  us  some 
time,  to  make  sure  that  we're  right. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

MR.  CRONIN:     We  can  identify  the  specific  line 
items  that  are  --  that  do  indicate  that  they  include  seismic 
retrofits  as  opposed  to  those  that  don't. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yeah.     It  is  also,   though  — 
we're  caught  here,  you  know,  in  a  situation  where  there  are 
some  competing  interests,  and  if  you  begin  to  try  to  read  a 
budget  that  you're  not  real  sure  of,  then  others  may  then 
test  your  credibility  by  saying,  "Look  at  these  errors  that 
you've  made  in  reading  your  budget." 

MR.  TOBIN:     That's  right. 
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CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     And  best  left  to  somebody  else 
to  do,  I  think. 

MR.  CRONIN:     I  don't  want  to  open  up  a  can  of 
worms,  but  this,  once  again,  goes  back  to  the  capital  outlay 
process.     And  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  recommended  perhaps 
a  shift  to  the  program-based  approach  as  opposed  to  the 
project-based,  quite  —  if  an  agency  wanted  to,  it  would  be 
quite  easy  to  hide  behind  the  capital  outlay  process  as  an 
excuse  for  not  giving  seismic  safety  a  priority 
consideration. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yes.     Yeah,  okay. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     I  think  we  see  that 

happening. 

MR.  CRONIN:  Yeah. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     All  right.  Next? 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  next  issue  is,   "Should  the 
Commission  call  for  construction  inspection  only  by  an 
independent  organization?" 

Right  now,  the  report  calls  for  construction 
inspection  by  qualified  individuals,  but  it  does  not  call 
for  it  being  independent.     My  recommendation  is  that  the 
existing  language  is  what  we  should  go  through  —  or  what  we 
should  stick  with  —  I'm  sorry. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Any  disagreement? 

Yes,  Commissioner  McCarthy? 
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COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Well,   speaking  as  one 
who's  being  inspected,  I  think  the  existing  system  works 
extremely  well.     I  wasn't  sure  I  was  going  to  come  here 
today  because  of  an  inspection. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     What  are  you  doing?  A 
health  inspection? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  yeah,  let  me  —  let  me  phrase  it 
a  little  bit  differently.     Commissioner  McCarthy  is 
independently  inspected  in  his  business  by  fire  department 
and  building  officials  of  —  and  us. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     And  state  inspectors  also. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Cal-OSHA.     And  that's  clear. 

Department  of  Transportation,  when  they  build  a 
freeway,  they  —  they're  their  self -inspectors ,  and,  you 
know,  they  have,  in  my  opinion,  a  wonderful  inspection 
program,  full-time  resident  engineers  on  board  doing  full- 
time  inspection  of  the  work,  and  their  quality  control  is 
high . 

When  an  electric  utility  builds  a  power  plant, 
they  do  most  of  the  inspection  themselves.     They  want  to 
make  sure  that  they're  getting  the  product  that  they're 
paying  for.     And  in  some  cases,  there  might  be  an  outside 
body  that  would  also  be  doing  some  inspection. 

In  the  case  of  state  buildings,  the  question  is, 
if  --  it  kind  of  goes  back  to  the  State  Architect  question 
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again  —  the  State  Architect  designs  a  building,  they're 
responsible  for  building  the  building,  and  they're  using 
Office  of  State  Architect  inspectors.     Is  that  good  enough? 
Is  that  independent  enough? 

I  think  it  is.     Frankly,  within  the  staff,  there's 
a  difference  of  opinion. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Well,   let  me  --  I  gave  a 
couple  of  you  letters  here  from  Bolt's  committee  to  the 
assistant  vice  chancellor,  one  on  Memorial  Stadium  and  the 
other  one  on  the  crib  walls.     And  it  would  seem  that  self- 
inspection  isn't  really  working  very  well,  at  least  in  the 
case  of  UC  Berkeley. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     This  is  —  is  that 
construction  inspection  you're  referring  to? 

MR.  TOBIN:     That  was  —  I  think  the  crib  walls  was 
an  independent  review  matter,  and  I  would  say  that  the 
stadium  letter  says  that  the  policy  doesn't  get  followed. 
You  know,   it's  --  but  not  construction  --  not  construction 
inspection  issues. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Well,   you're  talking 
about  three  levels.     You're  talking  about  following  your 
policies  for  seismic  safety.     You're  talking  about  peer 
review,  which  is  external,  I  assume,  unless  you're  talking 
about  a  contractor  inspection,  which  is  either  inside  or 
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outside,     y-Jln.en  it's  outside,  I  think  it  works,  like  in 
HcCar-Ll-y  '  5  c?..=  c^.     '"ler.  iv  ' -•  de  ,.  it's  suspect. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     It's  what? 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     It's  suspect. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Suspect. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:  Suspect. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Cornmissioner  Fratessa? 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     This  is  kind  of  an 
interesting  question,  obviously.     But  if  you  talk  about 
inside  inspection  and  you  told  me  it  was  by  OSA,  I  would 
have  no  problem  saying  that's  good.     I  have  not  run  across 
another  agency  where  I  would  say  the  same. 

When  we  reviewed  the  prison  program,  the  manner  in 
which  the  construction  inspection  was  done  was  not  good,  and 
it  was  a  problem  with  the  flow  of  information. 

So,  I  think  there  is  an  issue,  especially  when  we 
identify  OSA  as  being  an  excellent  inspection  agency,  or  an 
outside  independent  agency  would  be  an  excellent  method,  but 
I  don't  know  whether  you  can  identify  others,  or  —  so,  I  am 
not  sure  how  we  get  at  that  answer. 

MR.  TOBIN:     But  I  guess  that's  why  I  was  —  I 
didn't  use  an  adjective,  either  "independent"  or  "not 
independent."     I  begged  the  issue  in  the  report. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     Yeah.     I  think  it's  good, 
though,  because  you'd  like  to  use  the  word  "competent," 
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"experienced  and  competent,"  and  then  that's  wishy-washy 
when  you're  trying  to  get  into  a  recommendation  to  a 
governor.     What  does  that  mean? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yeah. 

Commissioner  McCarthy? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     Madame  Chairman,  it's  been 
my  experience  that  when  the  state  inspects  work  they  do, 
really,  they  actually  hire  independent  companies  to  do  that 
work.     They  don't  —  it's  not  a  state  employee.     It's  a  guy 
who's  --  the  guy  is  independent.     He's  in  his  own  business, 
in  effect. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     And  I  don't  know  whether 
that's,  you  know,  throughout  the  entire  state  that  way,  but 
that's  the  only  way  I've  ever'  seen. 

MR.  CRONIN:     One  thing,  I  think,  that's  important 
is  to  keep  in  the  context  of,  once  again,  we're  essentially 
talking  about  either  state-owned  or  state-operated 
buildings.     And  perhaps  Mr.  Desch  would  be  the  best  person 
to  provide  you  with  some  insight  into  this  —  into  that 
aspect  of  it. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Mr.  Desch? 

MR.  DESCH:     Yes.     Well,  we  have  a  separate 
division,  which  is  the  --  for  inspection.     And  we  do  inspect 
—  in  fact,  by  legislation,  the  state  buildings  are  to  be 
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inspected  by  OSA  inspectors,  and  we  —  there's  a  whole  group 
out  there  that  that's  all  they  do,  all  the  state  buildings. 

Now,  hospitals,  we  don't  get  necessarily  involved 
with,  and  schools,  unless  we've  been  asked  to  be  involved. 

But  all  of  the  other  major  buildings  in  the 
Highway  Patrol,  Forestry,  Fish  and  Game,  you  know.  General 
Services,  all  of  those  buildings  are  inspected.  And 
depending  on  the  size,  we'll  have  --  size,  we'll  have  a 
full-time  inspector  on  the  job,  plus  augmented  by 
mechanical-electrical,  as  required. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Could  you  elaborate  on  the  state 
universities  and  the  university  system? 

MR.  DESCH:     Well,  on  the  university  system,  we  do 
not  get  involved  with  those  linless  they've  asked  us  to  do 
those. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     All  right. 

And  Commissioner  Fratessa,  then  I  think  we'd 
better  move  on. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     I  would  have  a  proposal 
that  we  might  use,  that  there  be  an  independent  inspection 
program  that  indicates  that  the  Office  of  the  State 
Architect's  inspection  team  qualifies,  so  that  they  could  go 
outside  to  get  an  independent  inspection  agency  or  they 
could  use  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     All  right. 
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Others? 

MR.  TOBIN:     You  know,  to  do  that,  we're  going  to 
have  to  then  write  into  the  body  of  the  report  some  sort  of 
discussion  about  the  independence  or  lack  of  independence  in 
inspection,  and  to  set  up  a  finding  that  it  should  be 
independent  and  that  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect 
qualifies  as  independent. 

And  I  guess  it's  — 

MR.  CRONIN:     It  also  may  require  changes  in 
legislation. 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  we  can  do  that.     We  can  certainly 

do  that. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     But  I  guess  the  issue  is 
to  have  a  qualified  inspector  out  there. 

MR.  TOBIN:     We  use  the  word  "qualified." 
MR.   CRONIN:  Right. 

COMMISSIONER  FRATESSA:     And  so  that  the  inspector 
does  not  have  an  inside  track  to  the  people  doing  the  work 
in  any  way,  so  he's  not  serving  his  own  interests.  And 
generally,  that's  the  hiring  of  an  independent  agency, 
testing  agency  or  inspection  agency. 

We  can  view  that  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect 
does  qualify,  in  fact,  because  they  have  qualified 
inspectors  who  are  used  to  doing  just  that. 

MR.  TOBIN:  Okay. 
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COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     To  piggyback,  maybe  there's  a 
very  simple  solution. 

I  mean,  that  part  of  your  discussion  where  you 
talk  about  the  qualified  inspector,  you  could  just  put 
parenthetically  that  the  Office  of  the  State  Architect  would 
be  considered  as  a  qualified  inspector. 

MR.  TOBIN:  Okay. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Mr.  Desch? 

MR.  DESCH:     Yes.     Just  one  other  comment. 

I  have  spent  about  four  years  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Claims  Review  Panel  for  the  contractors  that  put  claims 
against  the  state,  and  to  remember  that  the  State 
Architect's  Office  --  the  inspectors  are  inspecting  the 
private  industries  and  contractors  that  are  building  the- 
buildings,  and  consequently,  they  really,  I  should  say,  do 
an  admirable  job  doing  that  work.     And  they're  looking  after 
the  state's  interests  and  the  taxpayers'  money. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:  I  think  the  problem  with  that 
view  is  the  Department  of  Corrections  and  the  University  of 
California,  who  don't  have  that  rigorous  control. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Very  good. 

Any  other  things? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  the  next  question  is,   in  the 
report  we  call  for  an  --  we  recommend  an  annual  report  by 
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the  Governor  to  the  people  of  California  on  hazard  —  on  the 
hazard  reduction  efforts  on  April  18th,  and  the  question  is, 
is  this  a  recommendation  we  want  to  follow  with?     It  seems 
some  way  of  trying  to  institutionalize  this.     On  the  other 
hand,  you  know,  reports  like  this  oftentimes  lack  any 
meaning. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Iwan? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Well,   I  read  that  in  the  -- 
it's  in  the  draft,  I  bel  ieve ,  and  I  read  that  and  I  thought 
that  was  very  inspired,  because  it's  --  to  me,  it's  one  step 
in  this  accountability.     And  I  don't  think  it's  anything 
more,  but  I  think  that's  an  important  one. 

And  I  thought  it  was  masterful  to  pick  April  the 
18th,  which,  most  of  you  know,  I  guess,  is  the  date  of  the 
1906  earthquake.     Was  that  the  reason  it  was  picked,  or  just 
coincidence? 

MR.  TOBIN:     No,   just  random. 

(Laughter ) 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     I  don't  believe  that. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I  think  more  needs  to  be  done, 
but  I  think  that's  certainly  a  good  start. 

It  might  be  --  it  might  be  nice  to  broaden  that  a 
little  bit  and  to  say  he  doesn't  only  report  on  hazard 
reduction  efforts,  but  I  would  have  him  report  on  steps  that 
have  been  taken  to  make  seismic  safety  a  priority 
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consideration  for  --  da -da-da -da  —  so,  just  go  back  to  the 
words  of  the  Executive  Order,  not  quite  so  narrow  as  just 
hazard  reductions  steps;  in  other  words,  all  new 
construction  and  also  whatever ' s  been  done  and  so  forth  and 
so  on. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     The  question  would  be  the 
debate  between  the  Loma  Prieta  date  and  the  1906. 
Go  ahead. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Okay.     Madame  Chairman,  the  next  one, 
it  has  to  do  with  the  outside  peer  review.     And  one  of  our 
reviewers  suggested  that  we  be  very  specific  that  architects 
have  their  work  reviewed  at  a  conceptual  stage,  and  we  have 
specific  language  here. 

I  think  that  we  might  have  gotten  too  specific  in 
the  language  that  our  reviewer  had  suggested,  but  certainly, 
the  projects,  whether  they're  designed  by  an  architect  or 
the  structural  engineer,   need  that  peer  review  at  the 
conceptual  stage.     And  I  think  that's  already  been 
expressed,  or  the  consensus  of  the  Commission. 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :  Yeah. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Okay.     The  last  is  the  single  -- 
another  potential  issue  to  address  in  the  report  to  the 
Governor,  the  question  is  very  simple:     is  it  counter- 
productive to  recommend  that  agency  executives,  UC  regents, 
and  CSU  trustees  be  held  personally  liable  for  earthquake- 


1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1  1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


116 

related  damage  and  injuries? 

It's  a  recommendation  in  the  report.     It's  -- 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     You're  skipping  the  next 
three.     I  guess  you  covered  them. 

MR.  TOBIN:  I  think  we've  covered  —  yeah,  I  think 
we've  covered  them.  I  think  we  did.  Yeah,  we  covered  them. 
I  had  marked  that  we  covered  them  earlier  in  the  discussion. 

We  put  it  in  there,  and  it  probably  isn't  very 
practical.     It  certainly  is  attention-getting.     It  might  be 
seen  as  a  just  a  hard-hitting  thing,  to  make  people  stand  up 
and  think  about  it.     It  might  be  seen  as  the  Commission  not 
living  in  the  real  world. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Commissioners? 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     I'm  opposed  to  that, 
because,  you  know,  today  it's  them,  tomorrow  it's  us. 

But  the  reason  is,  those  members  of  those  bodies, 
including  ours,  are  dependent  upon  professional  engineers  to 
tell  them  which  buildings  are  dangerous.     They're  not  — 
they're  also  dependent  upon  the  Governor  and  the  Legislature 
to  give  them  the  explicit  legislation  and  to  give  them 
appropriate  funds.     They're  really  out  there  all  alone, 
unless  they  have  those  three  things.     Once  they  have  those 
three  things,  then  I  suppose  you  could  hang  them  out. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Cluff? 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF:     Well,  I  agree  that  to  try  to 
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name  some  of  these  individuals  —  but  I  served  as  the 
Commission  representative  at  the  ABAC  liability  —  and  as  I 
recall  the  discussions  and  the  report  that  was  produced,  the 
attorneys,  some  of  the  same  ones  that  advised  the  posting 
group,  concluded  that  given  the  knowledge  that  we  presently 
have,  that  we  can  foresee  earthquakes,  we  can  foresee  the 
likelihood  of  where  they'll  occur  and  how  big  they'll  be, 
what  the  damage  is  likely  to  be,  the  performance  and  the  -- 
now  that  we  can  foresee  this,   it's  out  of  the  realm  of  an 
act  of  God,  and  that  public  officials  in  the  future  are 
going  to  be  held  personally  liable  if  they  do  or  do  not  take 
some  action.     And  this  was  public  works  departments  and 
others. 

And  so,  it  seems  to  me  that  that's  just  a  --  it's 
a  matter  of  who's  going  to  hold  whom  responsible,  because  -- 
or  accountable,  because  if  a  good  public  works  engineer  does 
his  job,  he'll  make  sure  that  he's  covered  himself  so  that 
the  guy  above  him  is  the  one  that's  going  to  be  held 
accountable.     So,  eventually,   it's  going  to  get  to  the  top. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     Commissioner  Waste? 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     There  is  a  body  of  law  that 
deals  with  this  subject.     I  think  we'd  be  wiser  to  leave 
this  to  the  existing  body  of  law,  which  does  some  of  the 
same  things  you're  talking  about,  Lloyd. 

But  to  specifically  raise  an  issue  in  this  manner. 
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in  this  particular  situation,  I  think,  would  be  raising  a 
red  flag.     It  could  cloud  a  lot  of  other  issues,  and  I  would 
personally  be  opposed  to  that. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

Mr .  Cronin? 

MR.  CRONIN:     Yeah.     Just  for  the  Commission's 
information,  I  certainly  have  no  feeling  one  way  or  another 
on  this.     It's  a  tough  policy  question.     But  there  is 
historical  precedent  in  there,  in  the  Garrison  Act  --  I 
believe  we  cite  the  Education  Code  section  in  the  body  of 
the  report  --  dealing  with  —  they  have,  actually,  two 
sections  dealing  with  the  personal  liability  of  local  school 
board  members  who  do  not  mitigate  seismic  hazards  in  their 
school  buildings. 

So,  there  is  historical  precedent  there,  but  it's 
really  a  very  thorny  issue  that  I'll  leave  to  your  great 
collective  wisdom. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Scott? 

COMMISSIONER  SCOTT:     Well,   I  think  Lloyd's  comment 
that  accountability  is  a  critical  factor  is  very,  very 
important.     We're  really  talking  about  kind  of  two  things. 
One  is,  who  is  or  should  be  held  accountable?     And  the 
second  is,  how  do  you  enforce  that  accountability? 

And  the  --  I  think  you're  right,  maybe  I  have 
mixed  feelings  about  this  very  specific  way  of  enforcing 
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accountability,  but  on  the  other  hand,  I  do  think  our 
statement  should  say  something  very  clear  about  the  fact 
that  these  people,  at  crucial  levels,  decision-making 
levels,  should  be  accountable.     And  then,  exactly  how  that 
accountability  is  enforced,  maybe  we  don't  go  that  next 
step. 

But  I  think  we  should  say  something  very  strong 
about  the  accountability  function  itself. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Let  me  —  let  me  just  offer  a 
thought.     In  trying  to  work  through  our  problems,  perhaps, 
with  the  UC  system,  which  I  foresee  that  we  are  maybe  going 
to  face,  it  occurs  to  me  that  I  would  like  very  much  to  use 
the  friendships  that  I  have  with  some  of  those  members  of 
the  board  of  regents.     If  I  have  just  stated,  "Gee,  I  think 
you  all  ought  to  be  personally  responsible,"  I  don't  think 
I'm  going  to  have  much  of  an  entree  into  talking  to  some  of 
these  regents  to  encourage  them  to  become  more  --  much  more 
interested  in  seismic  safety  on  those  campuses. 

So,  for  that  reason,  I  would  prefer  that  we  not 
include  it  in  such  strong  terms,  because  I  think  v/e  can 
appeal  to  their  very  good  sense  of  government  to  try  to  get 
them  to  maybe  turn  around  a  tough  situation. 

Commissioner  Iwan? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     May  I  propose  a  compromise? 
I  feel  that  we  need  to  have  something  there,  and  I 
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agree  that  it  might  be  a  little  bit  too  strong,  and  maybe 
it's  unnecessary.     But  I  would  propose  that  we  change  it  — 
the  reading  of  it,  it  says,  "enact  legislation  that  holds 
the  trustees,"  et  cetera,  et  cetera,  "liable."     I  would 
maybe  suggest  we  read  that,  "enact  legislation  that 
clarifies  the  accountability  of  the  trustees,"  and  so  on  and 
so  forth,  "for  damage." 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  department  directors  and  others? 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     And  department  --  have  the 
rest  of  the  language  the  same,  but  what  we  would  do,  the 
legislation  would  clarify  the  accountability  —  their 
accountability,  and  that  might  include  liability  and  other 
things  as  well. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Commissioner  Waste? 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     I  think  we're  being  redundant 
here.     I  think  that  the  existing  law  on  this  --  basically, 
you're  dealing  with  somebody  who's  knowledgeable,  but  not 
knowledgeable  in  these  subjects.     And  to  point  them  out 
specifically,   in  this  kind  of  a  situation,  would,  as  I  said, 
raise  the  red  flag.     But  I  think  they  are  already  liable.  I 
don't  think  —  with  their  given  state  of  knowledge  on  this 
subject,  and  these  items  already  having  been  specifically 
visited  -- 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     But  I'm  simply  broadening  it. 
COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     —  they're  already  liable. 
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COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I'm  using  the  word 
"accountability,"  not  "liability."     To  me,  "accountability" 
includes,  as  one  part,  liability.     It  may  include  some  other 
things  as  well. 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     If  this  law  would  pass,  I 
think  every  regent  would  immediately  resign,  and  should. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     But  you're  saying  he's 
already  personally  liable? 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  Yes. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Oh,  yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:  Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     But  he  doesn't  resign. 
Is  he  really  aware  of  it? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     But  what  happens  is,  you 

know  — 

COMMISSIONER  WASTE:     No,   but  that  -- 
CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     --  we're  often  sued,  as  people 
who  are  acting  on  behalf  of  government,  but  the  government 
covers  you  in  that  process,  normally.     And  I  think  we're 
stepping  outside  here  and  saying  something  beyond  what  is 
that,  or  at  least  that's  the  general  tenor  of  what  I  got. 

MR.  TOBIN:     We,  as  a  commission,  are  liable  for 
what  we  do,  right?    Each  of  you  as  commissioners.  But 
you're  also  employees  of  the  State  of  California.  You're 
subject  to  the  Tort  Claims  Act,  which  then  provides  you  with 
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legal  counsel  as  well  as  indemnification,  if  we  acted  in 
good  faith. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     Yeah.     We're  not 
personally  liable. 

MR.  TOBIN:     And  so,  you're  not  personally  liable 
unless  you're  acting  fraudulently  or  in  some  other  way.  And 
I  think  the  same  is  true  --  or  I  would  assume  the  same  is 
true  —  and  the  way  we  would  carry  this  out  is  to  say,  "If 
there  are  people  hurt  in  an  earthquake,  the  Tort  Claims  Act 
doesn't  apply." 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     That's  what  you're  saying 

here . 

MR.  TOBIN:     And,  you  know  —  yeah,  and  I  think 

that  -- 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN:     And  that's  what  they  said 
under  the  Garrison  Act. 

Do  you  have  any  experience  with  the  Garrison  Act, 
where  a  local  school  board  official  has  lost  his  home 
because  a  building  fell  down? 

MR.  TOBIN:     The  earthquake  didn't  occur,  you  know. 
And  I  think  what  happened  is  that  schools  were  retrofitted. 

But  let  me  turn  to  Page  19  of  the  report,  where  we 
have  kind  of  a  compromise  here,  only  it  isn't  in  law.  And 
it  says: 

"Require  the  directors  and 
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executive  directors  of  all  state 
agencies,  boards,  and  commissions  to 
adopt  seismic  safety  policies  that  makes 
one  designated  person  in  each  agency 
responsible  for  taking  all  reasonable 
steps  to  assure  the  protection  of 
employees  and  clients  against  the 
effects  of  earthquakes." 

This  was  an  attempt  to  make  those  persons 
accountable . 

And  then  it  specifies  four  actions:  determine 
level  of  performance,  work  with  OSA  to  assure  that  these 
buildings  are  evaluated,  develop  a  mitigation  program,  and 
prepare  a  recovery  plan. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     Can  I  speak  to  that,  Madame 

Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Yes,   Commissioner  Iwan. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I  think  that's  a  separate 
issue,  really,  and  I  have  some  editorial  comments  on  that. 

I  would  like  to  go  back  and  just  say  I  think  that 
it  would  send  a  good  signal,  in  terms  of  this  area  of 
accountability  --  I'm  not  pleased  to  eliminate  the  word 
"liability"  right  now  —  the  accountability,  if  it  were 
known  that  we  were  suggesting  that  some  legislation  be 
considered  which  would  clarify  the  accountability 
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relationships  of  all  these  people  in  terms  of  seismic 
safety.     You  just  might  find  that  people  will  become  very 
interested  in  that  legislation  and  in  defining  what  these 
relationships  and  accountabilities  are. 

Liability  would  be  only  one  aspect  of  that.  I 
think  it  would  go  much  broader.     So,  I  would  like  to  put  in 
that  same  heading,  but  not  make  it  "liability."     Make  it 
"accountability."     That  was,  "enact  legislation  clarifying 
the  accountability  of"  these  individuals  vis-a-vis  damages 
occurring  from  falling  objects  and  so  on. 

COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN :     Bill,  would  you  also  put 
executive  orders  in  there?     Because  you'd  get  it  a  lot 
quicker  and  the  Governor  would  get  it  off  his  back  if  he  put 
it  on  someone  else's,  as  an  --  in  addition  to  or  in  lieu  of 
legislation,  have  an  executive  order  giving  accountability 
to  state  officials  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

COMMISSIONER  IWAN:     I  wouldn't  mind  that  as  an 
alternative,  sure. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  I  think  we  can  do  both. 

MR.   CRONIN:  Sure. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.  TOBIN:     Have  at  least  one  -- 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Does  the  staff  kind  of  have  an 

idea? 

MR.  TOBIN:  Yeah. 
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MR.  CRONIN:     Yes.     Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     I'm  glad  you  do. 

MR.  CRONIN:     Tom  and  I  have  discussed  this  issue 
in  great  detail  before  this  — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Okay.     All  right.     Very  good. 

All  right.     Let  us  then  have  staff  go  back  and  do 
the  work  that's  necessary  and  fax  to  the  Commission  your 
final  draft.     And  then  we'll  get  back.     And  maybe,  on  that, 
you  clearly  indicate  when  you  have  to  have  our  final 
comments  back.     And  we  realize  it'll  be  a  very  quick 
turnaround  time. 

MR.  CRONIN:  Right. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     It'll  be  like  maybe  the  same 

day . 

COMMISSIONER  CLUFF :     Could  you  tell  us  when  the 
Executive  Committee  will  be  getting  the  next  proposal? 

MR.  TOBIN:     Well,  what  I  would  suggest  is  that  -- 
I  was  going  to  ask  that  Mr.  Cronin,  Ms.  Boswell,  and  I  meet 
after  the  Commission  meeting  and  come  up  with  a  schedule  in 
term>s  of  what  we're  going  to  do  and  what  --  then  let  you  all 
know.     But  I  think,  right  now,  it  would  be  absolute  guessing 
to  tell  you. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

MR.   TOBIN:     But  we  will  --  we  will  make  that 
schedule  and  we  will  find  out  where  you  are,  and  we  will  fax 
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and  overnight -mail  to  every  Commission.     But  the  Executive 
Committee,  we  will  get  on  a  conference  call  and  hash  this 
out. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Okay. 

Now,  if  I  might,  in  terms  of  the  agenda,  the  next 
part,  of  course,  is  Commissioner  Cluff 's  section.  I'm 
wondering  if  we  might  drop  that  down  and  move  Commissioner 
Eberle's  report  up,  because  one  of  the  persons  that's  on  the 
program  needs  to  be  gone  prior  to  1:30. 

(Thereupon,  the  Commission  meeting  continued 
and  other  agenda  items  were  discussed. ) 

— oOo — 
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EXCERPT 
— oOo — 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Anything  for  the  good  of  the 

Drder? 

Commissioner  McCarthy? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     I  wanted  to  comment  very 
sriefly  on  the  University  of  California  and  its  attitude 
:oward  us. 

I  think  we  may  be  misreading  their  attitude.  You 
uiow ,  when  you  —  when  you  think  about  the  fact  that  they 
ire  a  separate,  constitutional  entity,  they  have 
urisdiction  over  all  of  their  functions,  including 
iverything  about  their  buildings,  they're  —  they  are 
ixpressing  resentment  toward  government  control,  which,  you 
:now,  the  rest  of  us  have  been  subjected  to  all  of  our 
i  ves . 

(Laughter) 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     I  think  we  have  become, 
ou  know,  more  willing  slaves  -- 
(Laughter) 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     And  the  man's  comment 
bout  the  handicapped  access,  you  know,  and  the  asbestos,  he 
as  furious  about  that.     And,  you  know,  my  God,  we  lost  that 
attle  a  long  time  ago. 

I  think  that  the  University  just  comes  from  a  very 
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different  point  of  beginning  here,  that  their  total 
independence  is  gone. 

And  I  think,  from  their  view,  if  this  passes,  this 
last  thing  we  voted  on,  to  bring  them  in  and  remove  them 
from  the  responsibility  of  their  own  buildings,  I  think  it 
would  be  a  wonderful  thing  for  them,  because,  as  it  is  now, 
if  those  things  fall  down,  that's  --  the  regents  messed  up, 
and  there's  no  --  you  know,  they're  the  ones  that  are 
totally  responsible. 

And  that  would  be  a  responsibility  that  I,  as  a 
business  owner,  would  like  to  have  removed. 

You  know,   if  the  government  passes  a  Uniform 
Building  Code,  and  I  build  according  to  that  code,  or 
slightly  better,  I'm  going  to  --  I'm  clean. 

And  I  would  --  and  the  University's  not  that  way. 

They  — 

So,   I  would  say  to  please  think  kindly  toward 
them.     And,  you  know,  maybe  they're  --  maybe  they're  just 
marching  to  a  different  beat. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN;     Well,   as  a  good  alum,  perhaps 
you  can  urge  them  to  get  in  step,  huh? 

COMMISSIONER  MCCARTHY:     I   could  show 

them. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:     Show  them  the  way. 
COMMISSIONER  KOCKELMAN :     As  opposed  to  a 
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constitutional  amendment. 

CHAIRMAN  RIORDAN:  Yes. 

(Thereupon,  the  Commission  meeting  continued 
and  other  agenda  items  were  discussed.) 

— oOo — 


Appendix  F 
Caltrans'  Response 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS  TBANSPQ STATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 


GEORGE  DEUKMEJIAN.  Govemoi 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

DIVISION  OF  STRUCTURES 
P.O.  BOX  942874 
SACRAMENTO.  CA  94274-0001 

(916)  445-3810 

FAX  (916)  445-0574 
TDD  (916)  445-5945 


September  18,  1990 


Mr.   L.  Thomas  Tobin 
Executive  Director 
Seismic  Safety  Commission 
1900  K  Street,   Suite  100 
Sacramento,   CA  95514-4136 

Dear  Tom: 

Confirming  our  telephone  conversation  of  September  17,  1990,   I  am 
herewith  submitting  Caltrans'   response  to  your  letter  of 
August  27,  1990.     This  response  includes  an  additional  copy  of 
our  Report  to  the  Governor  on  Seismic  Safety  (this  version  does 
not  include  the  list  of  bridges). 

As  we  discussed,   I  would  appreciate  meeting  with  you  after 
October  2  so  that  I  can  be  more  fully  prepared  for  the  hearing  on 
October  12.     Jim  Gates  and  I  both  will  be  in  attendance  at  the 
hearing  and  can  be  prepared  to  respond  to  any  other  issues  you 
deem  necessary  after  reading  this  response. 

Sincerely , 

.  ROBERTS,  Chief 
n  of  Structures 


Enclosure 


SYNOPSIS     OF     RECOMMENDATIONS  MADE 
BY     THE     GOVERNOR'S     BOARD     OF  INOUTRY 
ON     THE     198  9     LOMA     PRIETA  EARTHOUAKE 


I .       c;e>neral  recommendations  for  State  Agencies: 
CHAPTER  1 

1)  Existing  high  hazard  structures  can  and  should  be 
corrected  in  a  planned  and  accelerated  program  of 
retrofitting,    (p.  8), 

2)  The  Board  of  Inquiry  feels  that  California  should: 

A]  Ensure  that  earthquake  risks  posed  by  new 
construction  are  acceptable. 

B]  Identify  and  correct  unacceptable  seismic  safety 
conditions  in  existing  structures. 

C]  Develop  and  implement  actions  that  foster  the  rapid, 
effective,  and  economic  response  to  and  recovery  from 
damaging  earthquakes   (all  p.   9)  . 

CHAPTER  3 

1)  Future  seismic  safety  planning  must  recognize  the 
likelihood  and  potential  consequences  of  closer,   and  more 
powerful  events  on  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  faults   (p.  39) 

2)  Planning  efforts  should  develop  readily  available 
emergency  plans  and  procedures  that  anticipate  a  reasonably 
predictable  set  of  events,   yet  also  recognize  the  need  to 
improvise  to  deal  with  unexpected  events 

(p.   40) .  . 

CHAPTER  4 

1)       All  structures  built  within  California  should  have  to 
meet  minimum  seismic  safety  standards  as  reviewed  by  an 
independent  entity   (p.  72). 
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CHAPTER  8 


1)       An  external  technical  review  of  all  retrofit  design 
procedures  and  pertinent  results  from  experimental  programs 
should  be  initiated,   as  information  becomes  available  (p. 
136)  . 

CHAPTER  12 

1)  The  selection  of  any  upgrading  scheme  for  any  building 
or  structure  should  take  into  account : 

A]  Compatibility  of  the  strength-deformation 
relationships  of  the  existing  structural  system  and  the 
proposed  upgrading  system  (will  the  upgrading  system  protect 
the  existing  structure?) . 

B]  Choice  of  appropriate  intensities  and  duration  of 
earthquake  shaking. 

C]  Selection  of  damage  criteria  associated  with  the 
intensity  and  duration  of  earthquake  shaking   (all  p.  222). 

2)  The  upgrading  scheme  should,   as  a  first  step,  use 
elastic  analysis  to  identify  potential  hinging  zones  and 
critical  regions   (p.  223). 

3)  The  upgrading  scheme  should,  as  a  second  step,  involve 
the  static  load-to-collapse  analysis  of  the  typical 
transverse  and  longitudinal  bents  to  predict  more  accurately: 

A]  Ultimate  strength  of  the  individual  frames. 

B]  Sequence  of  plastic  hinge  formation. 

C]  Local  ductility  demands  required  to  develop  the 
desired  global  displacement  ductility. 

D]  Maximum  frame  displacements  associated  with  the 
critical  ductility  demand   (to  be  used  to  determine  the 
performance  limits  of  the  upgrading  system)    (all  p.   223)  . 

4)  The  upgrading  scheme  should  then  involve  choosing  the 
strength,   stiffness,   and  deformation  characteristics.  Once 
the  upgrading  scheme  has  been  selected,   it  should  be 
reanalyzed  to  verify  the  performance  of  the  upgraded  system 
(p.   223) . 

5)  Column-to-girder  joints  should  be  designed  using 
capacity  design  procedures  based  on  the  maximum  forces  that 
can  be  delivered  to  the  joint  by  the  beams  and  columns  (p. 
226)  . 

6)  The  upgrading  scheme  must  provide  for  the  adequate 
strengthening  of  the  shear  keys.  The  new  detail  must  be 
capable  of  developing  the  shear  force  associated  with  the 
flexural  capacity  of  the  column,   and  the  hinge  deformation 
associated  with  the  maximum  inelastic  response  of  the  entire 
frame    (p.   226) . 
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II .      Recommendations   for  t.h?>  Dept.   of  Tran  .sport,  afi  on  ! 


CHAPTER  1 

1)  When  Caltrans  is  evaluating  bridges  for  their  potential 
for  failure  during  a  given  level  of  ground  shaking, 
application  of  risk  analysis  procedures  that  consider  the 
frequency  of  occurrence  of  different  levels  of  ground  motion 
and  the  characteristics  of  the  structure  (configuration, 
materials,   foundations,   soils,   age  and  condition)  could 
reduce  the  number  of  bridges  that  need  to  be  evaluated  to  a 
manageable  number   (p.   5) . 

2)  Bridges  that  are  located  in  locations  with  a  potential 
for  ground  failure  deserve  special  attention    (p.   5-6) . 

3)  Substantially  more  engineering  analysis  and  evaluation 
will  be  required  to  determine  if  additional  seismic 
retrofitting  may  be  appropriate  for  the  Bay  Bridge  and  San 
Francisco  Freeway  Viaducts  to  make  them  appropriately  safe  in 
the  long-term   (p.   7) . 

4)  The  existing  State-wide  Caltrans  seismic  retrofit 
program  should  continue  to  consider  the  overall  behavior  of 
transportation  structures  and  foundations  and  not  be 
principally  focused  on  the  behavior  of  structural  elements. 
It  should  be  enhanced  by  the  assignment  of  greater  personnel 
and  budgetary  resources  so  that  the  retrofit  program  can  be 
implemented  and  completed  within  this  decade   (p.   8) . 

CHAPTER  3 

1)  Engineering  studies  should  be  instigated,   presumably  by 
Caltrans,   of  the  Golden  Gate  and  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay 
Bridges,    of  the  BART  system,   and  of  other  important 
transportation  structures  throughout  the  State  that  are 
sufficiently  detailed  to  reveal  any  possible  weak  links  in 
their  seismic  resisting  systems  that  could  result  in  collapse 
or  prolonged  closure.  Attention  should  focus  initially  on  the 
Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.  The  studies  should  be  both 
analytical  and  experimental,   and  take  into  account 
earthquakes  exceeding  Loma  Prieta  in  magnitude  and  duration 
(p.   39-40) . 

2)  Seismic  standards  for  the  design,   construction,  and 
retrofitting  of  important  transportation  structures  must  be 
selected  so  that  the  likelihood  of  their  being  out  of  service 
for  an  extended  period  of  time  is  very  low   (p.   39) . 

3)  A  major  contingency  planning  effort  should  be  undertaken 
to  develop  alternative  routes  and  procedures  considering  a 
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number  of  alternative  post-earthquake  closure  patterns  (p. 
40)  . 

CHAPTER  4 

1)  More  bridges  should  have  seismic  instrumentation 
installed  on  them  (p.   50) . 

2)  The  special  Independent  Review  Committee  appointed  by 
Caltrans  should  prepare  a  report  that  assesses  the  repair  and 
retrofitting  undertaken  as  a  short-term  solution  and  relates 
it  to  the  long-term  seismic  performance  of  the  San  Francisco 
Freeway  Viaducts   (p.   64)  . 

3)  Research  on  different  approaches  on  strengthening 
bridges  should  be  a  priority  action  before  adoption  of  an 
overall  approach  to  long-term  retrofitting  programs,    (p.   64) . 

CHAPTER  5 

1)  FOR  ACTION  BY  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION:     Prepare  a  plan,    including  schedule  and 
resource  requirements,   to  meet  the  transportation  seismic 
performance  policy  and  goals  established  by  the  Governor.  The 
plan  shall  include  the  timely  seismic  retrofitting  of 
existing  transportation  structures,    (p.  80). 

2)  FOR  ACTION  BY  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION:     Form  a  permanent  Earthquake  Advisory  Board 
of  external  experts  to  advise  Caltrans  on  seismic  safety 
policies,   standards,   and  technical  practices,    (p.  81). 

3)  FOR  ACTION  BY  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION:     Ensure  that  Caltrans  seismic  design  policies 
and  construction  practices  meet  the  seismic  safety  policy  and 
goals  established  by  the  Governor: 

A]  Review  and  revise  standards,  performance  criteria, 
specifications,  and  practices  to  ensure  that  they  meet  the 
seismic  safety  goal  established  by  the  Governor  and  apply 
them  to  the  design  of  new  structures  and  rehabilitation  of 
existing  transportation  structures.  These  standards, 
criteria,   and  specifications  are  to  be  updated  and 
periodically  revised  with  the  assistance  of  external 
technical  expertise. 

B]  Institute  independent  seismic  safety  reviews  for 
important  structures. 

C]  Conduct  a  vigorous  program  of  professional 
development  in  earthquake  engineering  disciplines  at  all 
levels  of  the  organization. 

D]  Fund  a  continuing  program  of  basic  and  problem- 
focused  research  on  earthquake  engineering  issues  pertinent 
to  Caltrans  responsibilities,    (p.  82). 
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4)        FOR  ACTION  BY  THE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION:     Take  the  following  actions  for  specific 
structures : 

A]  Continue  to  sponsor  and  utilize  the  Independent 
Review  Conunittee's  technical  reviews  of  the  engineering 
design  and  construction  proposed  for  the  short-term  repair 
and  strengthening  of  the  San  Francisco  Freeway  Viaducts. 

B]  Develop  a  long-term  strategy  and  program  for  the 
seismic  strengthening  of  existing  substandard  structures, 
including  the  San  Francisco  Freeway  Viaducts,  that  considers 
their  overall  behavior,   the  degree  of  seismic  risk,   and  the 
importance  of  the  structure  to  the  transportation  system  and 
community . 

C]  Perform  comprehensive  earthquake  vulnerability 
analyses  and  evaluation  of  important  transportation 
structures  throughout  the  State,    including  bridges,  viaducts, 
and  interchanges,   using  state-of-the-art  methods  in 
earthquake  engineering. 

D]  Implement  a  comprehensive  program  of  seismic 
instrumentation  to  provide  measurements  of  the  excitation  and 
response  of  transportation  structures  during  earthquakes,  (p. 
84)  . 

CHAPTER  7 

1)       Caltrans  should: 

A]  implement  state-of-the-art  analysis  procedures  and 
emerging  technologies   (such  as  base  isolation) .' 

B]  instrument  bridges  to  determine  how  they  perform  in 
earthquakes . 

C]  initiate  analytical  and  experimental  research 
activity  to  determine  how  bridges  perform  in  earthquakes. 

D]  rapidly  incorporate  these  research  activity  to 
determine  how  bridges  perform  in  earthquakes . 

E]  interact  with  the  earthquake  engineering  community  in 
both  the  United  States  and  abroad  to  benefit  from  what  is 
learned  in  earthquake  engineering  for  other  types  of 
structures    (all  from  p.   128) . 

CHAPTER  8 

1)  Every  bridge  retrofit  should  consider  the  behavior  of 
the  entire  structural  system,  not  just  individual  elements 
(p.   136) . 

CHAPTER  9 

1)       All  vertical  reinforcing  in  the  concrete  pedestals  in 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  needs  further  investigation  (p. 
148)  . 

•2)       Rigorous  dynamic  analyses,   including  modelling  of 
nonlinear  effects  and  radiation  damping  are  required  to 
properly  assess  the  maximum  seismic  forces  produced  in  the 
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bridge  elements  and  to  assess  their  performance  under  such 
conditions    (p.  153). 

3)  A  comprehensive  seismic  safety  assessment  of  each  major 
bridge  crossing  San  Francisco  Bay  should  be  implemented  under 
a  high-priority  program  sponsored  by  Caltrans    (p.   153)  . 

4)  Retrofit  measures  should  be  taken  immediately  after  the 
Caltrans  assessment,   as  needed,   to  ensure  satisfactory 
performance  of  each  bridge  under  both  moderate  and  maximum 
credible  earthquake  conditions   (p.  153). 

5)  Each  seismic  safety  assessment  should  include: 

A]  a  seismic  hazard  analysis  to  establish  the  annual 
probability  of  exceedence  relation  for  peak  free-field  ground 
acceleration  on  firm  soil  and/or  bedrock  at  the  bridge  site 
(p.   153) . 

B]  analyses  of  the  vertical  and  horizontal  free-field 
ground  motions,   as  a  function  of  soil  depth,   at  each  bridge- 
support  location  under  both  moderate  and  maximum  credible 
earthquake  conditions.  New  borings,   using  currently 
acceptable  standards,   should  be  drilled  to  bedrock  at 
selected  pier  locations   (p  153-4)  . 

C]  three-dimensional  dynamic  analyses  of  the  complete 
bridge  system  (superstructure  and  substructure) ,  including 
soil-structure  interaction,   when  subjected  to  the  free-field 
ground  motions  at  all  support  locations  under  both  moderate 
and  maximum  credible  earthquake  conditions   (p.   154) . 

D]  assessment  of  the  performance,   linear  and  nonlinear, 
and  safety  of  each  structural  element  in  both  the 
superstructure  and  substructure  systems  under  both  moderate 
and  maximum  credible  earthquake  conditions    (p.  154) 

E]  identify  the  deficiencies  on  all  bridge  systems  that 
have  the  potential  to  cause  unsatisfactory  performance  under 
moderate  and/or  maximum  credible  earthquake  conditions  (p. 
154)  . 

F]  develop  retrofit  measures  that  would  remove  the 
deficiencies  and  give  reasonable  assurance  of  satisfactory 
performance   (p.  154). 

6)  All  components  of  the  seismic  safety  assessment  should 
be  carried  out  using  state-of-the-art  methodologies.  Strong- 
motion  instrumentation  should  be  installed  on  all  major  San 
Francisco  Bay  bridges  to  allow  monitoring  of  their  dynamic 
responses  during  future  earthquakes   (p.  154). 

CHAPTER  12 

1)       The  selection  of  any  upgrading  scheme  for  any  building 
or  structure,  particularly  the  San  Francisco  Freeway 
Viaducts,   should  take  into  account: 

A]   Compatibility  of  the  strength-deformation 
relationships  of  the  existing  structural  system  and  the 
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proposed  upgrading  system  (will  the  upgrading  system  protect 
rhe  existing  structure?) . 

B]  Choice  of  appropriate  intensities  and  duration  of 
earthquake  shaking. 

C]  Selection  of  damage  criteria  associated  with  the 
intensity  and  duration  of  earthquake  shaking   (all  p.  222). 

2)  The  upgrading  scheme  should,   as  a  first  step,  use 
elastic  analysis  to  identify  potential  hinging  zones  and 
critical  regions    (p.   223) . 

3)  The  upgrading  scheme  should,   as  a  second  step,  involve 
the  static  load-to-collapse  analysis  of  the  typical 
transverse  and  longitudinal  bents  to  predict  more  accurately 

A]  Ultimate  strength  of  the  individual  frames. 

B]  Sequence  of  plastic  hinge  formation. 

C]  Local  ductility  demands  required  to  develop  the 
desired  global  displacement  ductility. 

D]  Maximum  frame  displacements  associated  with  the 
critical  ductility  demand   (to  be  used  to  determine  the 
performance  limits  of  the  upgrading  system)    (all  p.   223) . 

4)  The  upgrading  scheme  should  then  involve  choosing  the 
strength,   stiffness,   and  deformation  characteristics.  Once 
the  upgrading  scheme  has  been  selected,   it  should  be 
reanalyzed  to  verify  the  performance  of  the  upgraded  system 
(p.   223) . 

5)  The  objectives  of  jacket ing/post-tensioning  the  joint 
regions  of  the  San  Francisco  Freeway  Viaducts  that  suffered 
damage  in  the  column-to-  girder  joint  regions  should  be  to: 

A]    Improve  the  shear  capacity  of  the  concrete  in  the 
joint  region  by  introducing  a  triaxial  compression  field  in 
the  joint  region  through  post-  tensioning. 

3]    Improve  the  anchorage  of  the  girder  reinforcement  in 
the  joint,   and  to  reduce  possible  yield  penetration  into  the 
joint  by  introducing  a  biaxial  compression  field  in  the 
girder  near  the  column-girder  interface. 

C]  Reduce  the  shear  stresses  in  the  joint  region  throug 
the  addition  of  steel  side  plates  that  are  post-tensioned  to 
the  column   (p.  225) . 

6)  Column-to-girder  joints  should  be  designed  using 
capacity  design  procedures  based  on  the  maximum  forces  that 
can  be  delivered  to  the  joint  by  the  beams  and  columns  (p. 
226)  . 

7)  The  upgrading  scheme  must  provide  for  the  adequate 
strengthening  of  the  shear  keys.   The  new  detail  must  be 
capable  of  developing  the  shear  force  associated  with  the 
flexural  capacity  of  the  column,   and  the  hinge  deformation 
associated  with  the  maximum  inelastic  response  of  the  entire 
frame   (p .   22  6). 


7 


8)       The  Independent  Review  Committee,  which  has  been 
appointed  by  Caltrans,   should  prepare  a  report  giving  its 
assessment  of  the  repair  and  retrofitting  undertaken  as  a 
short-term  solution  and  how  it  relates  to  the  long-term 
seismic  performance  of  the  viaducts.  The  Committee  should  pay 
special  attention  to  the  appropriateness  of  column  and  joint 
jacketing  schemes,  the  strengthening  of  the  shear  keys,  and 
to  consideration  of  the  overall  seismic  response  of  the 
structures    (p.   226-7)  . 


Ill  .    Recommendations   for  the  Dept.   of  General   Service.s.  thA 
University  of  California,    and  the  California  State 
University  system : 

CHAPTER  4 

1)       A  single,,  independent  agency  should  be  formed  that  would 
perform  the  same  functions  for  State  owned  buildings  as  a 
local  building  department  does  for  its  community   (p.  71). 


8 


RESPONSE  TO  SEISMIC  SAFETY  COMMISSION 
LETTER  OF  AUGUST  27,  1990 


We  have  responded  to  the  Governor's  Executive  Order  in  detail  and  have 
submitted  two  copies  of  that  report  to  the  Seismic  Safety  Commission.  The 
attached  detailed  responses  are  keyed  to  items  in  the  commission  letter  and 
reference  the  location  in  the  report  where  we  addressed  the  individual 
items.  The  Governor's  order  specifically  asked  for  only  three  Items  and  that 
is  what  we  gave  him.  There  was  no  request  for  the  level  of  detail  that  you 
have  requested  in  your  most  recent  letter.  We  have  attempted  to  respond  as 
best  we  can  at  this  time  to  all  your  questions. 

CHAPTER  1 

1.  Ground  Shaking  potential  to  reduce  number  of  bridges  to  be 
evaluated. 

We  have  already  evaluated  and  prioritized  all  24,000  bridges  on  the 
state,  county  and  city  systems  using  our  risk  analysis  algorithm  and 
maximum  credible  earthquakes  from  the  CDMG  map  45.  We  do  not  have  the 
time  or  luxury  to  wait  for  a  probabilistic  approach  on  the  majority  of 
bridges.  In  fact,  the  recommended  reduction  could  be  dangerous  in  some 
parts  of  the  state.  Research  project  number  7  on  Table  5  of  our  response 
and  the  proposed  project  to  perform  a  seismic  hazard  risk  analysis  for  the 
Bay  Area  address  this  issue  (see  items  24  and  25  on  page  7  of  attached 
paper).  For  the  new  Benicia-Martinez  Bridge  we  have  engaged  Geomatrix  to 
conduct  this  type  of  hazard  risk  evaluation.  This  contract  was  in  place  prior 
to  the  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  is  similar  in  scope  to  one  we  used  on  the 
Dumbarton  Bridge. 

2.  Special  attention  for  Bridges  that  are  located  in  areas  with 
a  potential  for  ground  failure. 

We  have  been  negotiating  with  Professors  Seed  and  Lysmer  at  UC 
Berkeley  to  develop  a  new  set  of  Acceleration  Response  Spectra  (ARS)  for 
deep,  soft  soils  similar  to  those  we  now  use  for  alluvium  and  harder  soils. 
Those  spectra  will  be  available  in  late  1991.  We  have  also  hired  a 
Seismologist  to  work  with  our  staff  Geologist  on  this  subject.  We  have 
identified  all  the  bridge  sites  in  the  state  with  soft  soils  and  ground  failure 
potential  and  this  information  is  now  in  our  data  base.  We  are  addressing 
this  subject  on  all  retrofit  and  new  designs;  a  conservative  estimate  of 
softness  was  included  in  our  initial  prioritization  procedure. 
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3.  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  (SFOBB)  and  Viaduct 
Analysis  and  Evaluation. 

Projects  2,3,4,  7,  8,  9  and  10  on  Table  5  and  projects  5,  7,  and  13  on 
Table  6    of  our  response  are  specifically  written  to  address  these  problems. 

4.  Caitrans   State-wide   bridge   seismic   retrofit  program. 

The  departnnent  and  the  California  Transportation  Commission  (CTC) 
have  placed  highest  priority  on  bridge  seismic  retrofit  projects  in  the 
budget  process.  We  have  engaged  over  40  design  consultants  to  assist  our 
staff  in  this  effort.  The  action  plan  on  pages  3  to  7  of  our  response  covers 
the  department's  efforts  in  reasonable  detail.  That  program  addresses  the 
total  bridge  as  compared  to  our  previous  philosophy  of  looking  at 
components  only. 

CHAPTER  3 

1 .  Engineering  studies  of  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge. 
This  item  is  discussed  above  in  item  3,  Chapter  1. 

2.  Seismic   standards   for   important  structures. 

We  have  been  working  on  this  internally  and  with  our  peer  review 
panel  on  the  San  Francisco  Viaduct  retrofit  projects.  This  is  a  difficult 
issue  and  will  be  the  first  item  on  the  agenda  for  our  newly  established 
Seismic  Design  Advisory  Board.  This  board  is  discussed  on  page  8  of  our 
response.  Revised  criteria  for  important  structures  is  also  being  addressed 
by  the  ATC  research  (Project  1,  Table  6). 

3.  Contingency  planning. 

There  was  a  contingency  plan  prior  to  the  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  and 
it  worked  well  in  getting  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  back  in  operation. 
Major  top  managers  who  were  involved  in  the  response  effort  have  been 
working  on  revisions  to  this  plan  for  the  past  8  months  and  a  newly  revised 
plan  will  be  available  this  fall.  Caitrans  has  been  involved  for  years  with 
other  state  agencies  on  the  Governor's  Earthquake  Task  Force  (Former 
Governor  Jerry  Brown  established  this  Task  Force)  and  have  been 
cooperating  with  emergency  planning  bodies  in  exercises  of  this  nature. 
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CHAPTER  4 


1.  Seismic  Instrumentation 

The  department  cooperates  with  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and 
Geology  (CDMG)  and  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  in  the  strong 
motion  instrumentation  program.  We  recently  agreed  to  increase  our 
contribution  from  $40,000  to  $100,000  per  year.  This  will  fund  two  bridge 
instrumentation  installations  each  year.  We  intend  to  request  from 
management  an  even  larger  increase  in  this  program.  We  will  seek  support 
for  this  increase  from  the  Seismic  Design  Advisory  Board. 

2.  Independent   review   committee  report. 

Such  a  report  will  be  forthcoming  when  their  work  is  completed. 

3.  Research  prior  to  adopting  a  long  term  retrofitting  program. 

Under  the  circumstances  this  is  simply  not  possible.  The  retrofit 
program,  like  any  design  program,  is  a  dynamic  one  which  goes  through  an 
evolutionary  process  of  improving  as  we  go.  We  are  implementing  research 
as  fast  as  possible  and  implementing  as  we  continue  the  retrofit  of  the 
most  critical  bridges.  Some  may  very  well  have  to  be  improved  at  a  later 
date.  This  has  been  the  practice  in  the  past.  The  last  thing  we  can  afford  to 
do  now  is  wait  for  the  perfect  solution. 

CHAPTER  5 

1 .  Action  Plan 

See  pages  3  through  7  of  our  response. 

2.  Advisory  Board 

See  page  8  of  our  response. 

3.  A.     Seismic  Design  Policies 

Research  Project  1  on  Table  6,  being  done  by  the  Applied  Technology 
Council  (ATC),  is  for  this  specific  purpose.  Additionally,  we  have  now 
established  a  bridge  subcommittee  of  the  Structural  Engineers  Association 
of  California  (SEAOC)  Seismology  Committee  and  will  be-  more  active  with 
them  on  the  foundation  and  soft  soils  committees. 
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B.     Independent  Seismic  Reviews 


See  pages  9  and  10  of  our  response. 

C.  Professional  Development 

At  the  Division  of  Structures  level  we  have  developed  a  specific 
seismic  design  course  to  be  taught  to  all  engineers  as  part  of  our  ongoing 
training.  It  will  be  added  to  the  bridge  design  course  we  have  been  using  for 
some  35  years.  We  have  also  increased  the  size  of  the  Structural  and 
Seismic  Analysis  Branch,  created  the  Bridge  Seismic  Technology  Branch  and 
added  a  Seismologist  to  the  staff.  We  are  in  the  process  of  reorganizing 
these  units  into  the  Office  of  Earthquake  Engineering,  to  be  headed  by  a 
Principal  level  engineer.  Seismic  design  and  retrofit  are  the  highest  priority 
in  the  Division  at  this  time. 

D.  Research  Program 

See  pages  11  to  14  of  our  response  and  the  attached  paper. 

4.  A.    Use  of  Independent    Review  Committee 

We  are  still  at  this  time  using  these  peer  review  panels  and  intend  to 
continue  their  use.  They  have  also  been  used  on  other  major  structure 
retrofit  reviews. 

B.  Long  Term  Strategy. 

See  pages  3  to  7  of  our  response. 

C.  Vulnerability  Analyses 

This  has  been  discussed  earlier.  In  addition  I  am  attaching  a  paper  to 
be  given  at  the  EERI  conference  in  San  Francisco  on  October  15,  1990.  This 
paper  discusses  our  future  and  current  research  program  in  detail  and  this 
item  is  covered  on  the  last  page  (7). 

D.  Seismic  Instrumentation. 

Already  discussed  above  (Chapter  4,  Item  1) 
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CHAPTER  7 


1  .  A.      Start-Of-The-Art  Analysis. 

We  have  been  using  state  of  the  art  and  continue  to  do  so.  We  have 
been  and  will  continue  to  use  base  isolation  where  appropriate. 

B.     Instrument  bridges. 

Discussed  above  (Chapter  4,  item  1). 
0.     Research  activities. 

Discussed  above. 

D.  incorporate  these  research  activities. 

We  have  and  continue  to  do  so.  Review  our  record  and  our  proposed 
research  program  and  action  plan  on  pages  6  and  7  of  our  response.  The 
specific  implementation  of  interim  research  results  is  detailed  in  the 
action  plan. 

E.  Interact  with  the  community. 

Within  the  budgetary  constraints  of  State  Government  we  have  done  a 
lot.  Jim  Gates,  Caltrans  Seismic  Design  Specialist,  is  an  acknowledged 
expert  in  bridge  seismic  analysis  and  design.  Ray  Zelinski,  Bridge 
Seismology  Technical  Detail  Specialist,  spent  a  month  in  Japan  in  1988 
studying  retrofit  technology.  Many  of  us  have  been  active  in  the  community 
but  that  has  not  been  acknowledged. 

CHAPTER  8 

1 .  Consider  the  entire  bridge,  not  just  individual  elements. 

This  was  our  policy  on  all  retrofit  before  the  earthquake;  that  policy 
was  adopted  in  1978  when  the  computer  technology  enabled  us  to  perform 
complete  dynamic  analyses  of  complex  structures.  It  was  a  good  decision  to 
approach  retrofit  on  a  priority  basis  as  we  did  in  1972  but  the  picture  has 
changed  now  and  we  do  a  total  analysis  of  the  structure  and  complete  ail 
retrofit  items  on  a  structure  at  one  time. 


9 


CHAPTER  9 

1  .  Vertical   reinforcing   in  SFOBB  pedestals. 

This  is  covered  above.  A  complete  analysis  of  the  bridge  is  being  done 
at  UC  Berkeley. 

2.  Rigorous  analysis  of  SFOBB 

See  comment  above. 

3.  Seismic  Safety  Analysis  of  Bay  Crossings. 
This  was  discussed  above. 

4.  Retrofit   after   the  assessment. 

That  is  our  plan  and  it  is  discussed  in  the  attached  paper. 

5.  A.     Seismic  Hazard  Analysis. 
We  will;  this  was  discussed  above. 

B.  C.  D.  E.  and  F.  All  these  items  were  written  by  the  same  Board 
member  and  we  plan  to  do  all  this.  It  has  been  discussed  above  several 
times.    This  level  of  detail  is  not  appropriate  for  this  hearing. 

6.  This  item  has  been  discussed  above  several  times. 
CHAPTER  12 

1  .  A.  B.  C.  All  of  these  items  are  being  accomplished  by  the  consultants 
and  reviewed  by  the  peer  review  panel. 

2.  See  comments  above. 

3.  A.  B.  C.  D.  Being  done.  This  is  the  reason  the  retrofit  designs  are 
taking  so  much  time. 

4.  5.  6.  7.  This  is  detail  not  appropriate  for  this  hearing.  This  work  is 
currently  being  done  and  the  peer  review  panel  will  insure  that  it  is  done. 

8 .  This  report  was  discussed  above. 
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Appendix  C 


University  of  California,  Beri<eiey 
Memorial  Stadium 


UNIVERSITY  OF  CALIFORNIA,  BERKELEY 
MEMORIAL  STADIUM 


Men's  Intercollegiate  Athletic  Facility.  The  Seismic  Safety 
Commission  has  raised  questions  about  the  seismic  aspects  of 
improvements  proposed  for  Memorial  Stadium  at  the  Berkeley  campus. 
The  project  in  question  is  the  completion  of  "Cal  Sports  80,"  part 
of  which  relocated  programs  from  Harmon  Gym  (a  building  with  a  Poor 
seismic  rating)  and  other  locations  to  Memorial  Stadium  (a  struc- 
ture with  a  Fair  seismic  rating)  in  the  1980 's.  Funds  were  not 
available  at  the  time  to  do  seismic  rehabilitative  work,  or  in 
fact,  to  finish  the  project.  Gift  funding  is  now  available  to 
complete  both  programmatic  and  seismic  work  in  a  complete  segment 
of  the  west  section. 

The  current  project,  Phase  IV  of  the  original  project,  will  provide 
space  for  eight  additional  people,  joining  the  45  staff  currently 
located  in  the  Stadium.  There  will  be  no  change  to  the  number  of 
athletes  who  use  the  facility  intermittently. 

A  presentation  of  Phase  IV,  including  seismic  strengthening,  was 
made  to  the  campus  Seismic  Review  Committee,  chaired  by  Dr.  Bruce 
Bolt.  The  presentation  was  made  jointly  by  the  Architect,  Hansen/ 
Murakami/Eshima,  its  structural  consultant,  Messinger  and  Asso- 
ciates, and  the  campus  independent  structural  consultant,  H.J. 
Brunnier  and  Associates. 

While  not  disputing  the  recommendations  to  strengthen  Phase  IV,  the 
Seismic  Review  Committee  strongly  recommended  seismic  strengthening 
of  the  first  three  phases  before  or  concurrently  with  the  proposed 
Phase  IV  project.  The  Committee  made  an  additional  request  that 
detailed  structural  and  geotechnical  studies  be  undertaken  to 
assess  how  the  seismic  safety  of  the  Stadium  as  a  whole  could  be 
improved.  Both  structural  consultants  state  that  the  partial 
strengthening  proposed  in  Phase  IV  would  not  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  the  overall  performance  of  the  Stadium  structure,  which  was  the 
concern  of  the  Seismic  Review  Committee.  In  fact,  both  consultants 
stated  that  even  partial  strengthening  would  improve  the  overall 
performance . 

In  accordance  with  the  Committee's  additional  request,  the  Berkeley 
campus  is  planning  to  undertake  detailed  structural  and  geotech- 
nical studies,  so  that  appropriate  seismic  improvements  can  be 
effected  in  Phases  I,  II,  and  III,  when  funds  are  available. 
During  preparation  of  these  studies,  the  campus  will  consider  the 
timing  of  construction  on  Phase  IV. 


